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Current Topics. 


The New Judges’ Bill. 

Tue Supreme Court of Judicature Bill has now passed into 
law ; but it is not likely that any appointments will be made 
under it until towards the close of the Long Vacation. The 
amendments in the Bill made in the Commons were very slight. 


The Vacation Sittings. 

Ir WILL be seen, from the notice we print elsewhere, that the 
work for the first half of the Long Vacation will be taken by Sir 
SAMUEL Evans; the second half presumably falling to Mr. 
Justice Scrutron, The ¢tforts of the divorce judge in dealing 
with questions of Chancery practice will be watched with interest ; 
but there can be little doubt that the shrewd common sense 
which bas enabled him to grapple with the law and practice of 
the Probate and Divorce Division will serve him equally well in 
his new adventure. He is not likely to imitate, either the 
conscientious King’s Bench judge, who, when condemned to sit 
in court during vacation, was said to have fortified himself for 
his task by a diligent perusal and analysis of an elementary work 
on equity ; or the other judge of the same division who is stated, 
before commencing his sittings, to have plaintively said to the 
Registrar, “Oh! Isay, Mr. , can you tell me which of these 
Chancery counsel I can trust ?” 


Hotchpot. 

Tue Court of Appeal appears to have made a curious slip in 
the case of Jie Hvered (reported ante, p. 540, and more fully 
in 102 L. T. R, at p. 694). In that case, funds (valued at a 
little over £54,000) were settled upon trust for Mrs. EverEp 
for life, then for her children and other issue as she should by 
will appoint, and in default of appointment for her seven 
children (one daughter and six sons) equally. There was a 
hotchpot clause under which, according to BuckLey, L.J., “a 
child taking any part under an appointment was to bring the 
appointed sum into hotchpot, and an appointment to the issue 
ot a child was for the purposes of the clause to be deemed an 
appointment to the child.” Mrs, Everep by will appointed 
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sons being only tenants for life, and disposed of the balance over 
£60,000 in another manner. After making her will Mrs. EVERED 
executed certain deeds, the effect of which was held to be that 
each of three of her sons was entitled to receive £7,000 under the 
trusts in default of appointment. In order to give each of these 
sons £7,000 as in default of appointment, Cozens-Harpy, M.R., 
and Buck.ey, L.J., stated that £49,000 must go as in default 
of appointment and that the will operated only on the balance 
over £49,000. Both these learned judges stated the result to be 
that each of the seven children would take £7,000 in default of 


appointment ; but they appear to have forgotten that in the | 


distribution of the £49,000 each son has to bring into hotchpot 
the share, which was settled on him and his issue, in the balance 
over £49,000. ‘The result of the judgments appears to be that 
no son gets the £7,000 the Court intended him to have; for, if 
the surplus over £49,000 is £5,000, in the division of the £49,000 
the daughter takes about £7,714 and each son takes about 
£6,881. We wonder whether the error was detected and put 
right when the order of the Court of Appeal was drawn up ? 


Contracts Not to be Performed Within a Year. 
SUCH A multitude of cases have been decided on the Statute 


printed, it is possible that no other Law Lords than the Lord 
Chancellor and Lord JAMES OF HEREFORD were present at any 
time during thesitting. But sucha quorum would not have been 
competent to hear the appeal argued. By section 5 of the 
| Appellate Jurisdiction Act, 1876, ‘An appeal shall not be 
heard and determined by the House of Lords unless there arg 
present at such hearing and determination not less than three 
’ Lords of Appeal.” With respect to business other than 
| the hearing of appeals, it is laid down in May’s Parliamentary 
Practice (11th ed., at p. 210) that “the Upper House may proceed 
with business if only three lords be present, of whom one may be 
a lord attending to take the oath.” But if, on a division, thirty 
lords are not present, the question is declared not to be decided 
and the debate is adjourned. 


’ 


The “Occasions’’ for Increment Value Duty. 


THE LETTER which we print elsewhere on the recent rules as 
to increment value duty gives an instance of the manner in 
which, as we suggested last week, the rules go beyond the 
functions of the Inland Revenue Commissioners. The letter 
relates to the occasions on which the duty is payable, and it is 
obvious that the rules cannot extend these occasions beyond 





of Frauds that it is always interesting to come across a decision | 
of a point hitherto unsettled. Under section 4, there are | 
included agreements which are not to be performed within a| 
year, and such an agreement is not enforceable unless there is a | 
signed memorandum of it ; while under section 17, which is now 
reproduced in section 4 of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, a con- 
tract for the sale of goods of the value of £10 and upwards 
is not enforceable unless there is either partial acceptance and 
receipt, or part payment, or a memorandum in writing. Primd 
facie it would seem that the two provisions were intended to deal 
with different subject-matters of contract, and that section 17 
was intended to deal exhaustively with the sale of goods, so that 
such a contract would not be within section 4 of the Statute of } 
Frauds. Thus, although it was not to be performed within a 
year, and there was no written memorandum, yet it would be 
saved under section 17 if there had been part acceptance. Such, 
however, is not the view which WALTON, J., has taken in 
The Prested Miners Gas, dc., Co. v. Garner (Times, 26th inst), 
There the parties had entered into an agreement not to be 
performed within the year, part of which related to the sale 
of goods. There was no memorandum of the agreement in 
writing, but goods were ordered and supplied under it. The 
question which the learned judge had to decide was whether it was 
witbin section 4 of the Statute of Frauds as well as section 4 of 
the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, or whether it was governed solely 
by the latter section. 





It seems to have been assumed hitherto 
that an agreement for the sale of goods might fall within both 
sections (see per PARKE, J.,in Donellan vy. Lead, 3 B. & Ad., 
p. 903), and WALTON, J., decided in accordance with this view. 
Consequently, even though there had been such part performance 
as would have saved the agreement under section 4 of the Sale 
of Goods Act, yet the agreement was struck bv section 4 of the 
Statute of Frauds, which knows nothing of this ground of | 
exemption. 


Quorum of the House of Lords. 

IN THE report of the appeal of J/”hiteman v. Sadler before the 
House of Lords in the 7imes of July 26th the following para- 
graph appears immediately before the report of the case : “ When 
the House assembled this morning, the only Law Lords present 
were the Lord Chancellor and Lord JAMES Or HEREFORD, and a 
quorum was only secured by the presence of the Bishop of | 
Bristol. In former days it was not uncommon for a lay peer to 
attend for this purpose.” Reference is then made to the occasion 
of Lord SPENCER having been “invited to sit as a third peer | 
on an appeal.” It might, perhaps, be thought to be implied by | 
this that a quorum of three, consisting of two Law Lords and a 
peer who was not a Lord of Appeal, would have been competent | 
to hear appeals. As a matter of fact, the appeal of Whiteman | 
v. Sadler was not then heard, but the opinions of the Law Lords 
who did hear it were read and the decision of the House 
announced. The three opinions delivered being all already 


} 








those mentioned in the Act. The occasions appointed by section 
1 for the payment of the duty are: (1) The transfer or sale of 
the fee simple of land or of any interest in land ; (2) the grant 
of a lease for a term exceeding fourteen years (the manner in 
which this is expressed in the Act by a double negative is a 
curious instance of bad draftsmanship); (3) on death, where 
the fee simple of the land or any interest in the land passes on 
the death; and (4) in the case of corporate bodies, on the 
periodic occasions provided by the Act. For simplicity we 
confine ourselves to the first two heads—that is, transfers on 
sale and leases. It must be remembered that the expression “fee 
simple ” is defined by section 41 to mean the fee simple in posses- 
sion not subject to any lease, but it does not include an undivided 
share in the fee simple. A reversion on a lease, and also an 
undivided share in the fee simple, is included in “interest” in 
land, but this term is not further defined, except that it does not 
include “ incumbrances” (i.¢., mortgages, liens, and capital and 
annual charges), ‘fixed charges” (2.¢, fee farm and other 
perpetual rents and statutory charges), incorporeal heredita- 
ments, and terms of years not exceeding fourteen years. Conse- 
quently it includes other estates and interests in land inferior to 
the fee simple. Thus, to attract duty, there must be a transfer on 
sale of the fee simple or of an interest in land, or a grant of a lease, 
but the duty assessed varies according as the estate dealt with is 
the fee simple or an “interest”; and this is recognized in 
section 3, which provides by sub-section 2 for the collection of 
the whole duty on the occasion of a transfer of the fee simple, 
and by sub-section 3 of a proportionate part only on the occasion 
of a grant of a lease or a transfer of an “interest,” and the 
collection is to be in accordance with rules made by the commis- 
sioners. This eection refers to “transfer” simply, but it is 
restricted by section 1 to transfer on sale. Hence, whatever 
questions may be raised as to the exact scope of the rules to be 
made by the commissioners, it is clear that they can only provide 
for the collection of the duty on transfer on sale of the fee 
simple or an interest in land, as above explained, or on the 
grant of a lease for a term exceeding fourteen years. 


The New Rules as to Increment Value Duty. 
TURNING NOW to the recent rules, and still excluding the occa- 
sion of death and the periodical occasions in the case of corporate 
bodies, it seems that the rules introduce matters which are not 
specified in the Act. Under rule 2, provision is made for ascer- 
taining the duty on the occasion of the transfer on sale of the 
fee simple, or on the occasion of the grant of any fee of any land, 
or the creation of any ground annual rent thereon ; and rule 3 
provides for the ascertainment of the duty on the occasion of the 
grant of a lease or transfer on sale of an “interest.” The matters 
mentioned in rule 3 do not go beyond the statute, but rule 2 intro 
duces two matters which are not mentioned in the statute—namely, 
the grant of any fee of the land and the creation of a ground annual 
rent. The expression “ fee ” taken by itself is unusual. Presumably 











Ju 
— 
it is 
estate 
able 0 
and ¥ 
falls \ 
referr 

rope 
isle: 
groum 

un 
Tin 
legal 
ing le 
by re 
the re 
founc 
(pres 
or m 
the g 
reser 
draft 
on sa 
whol 
This 
annu 
man 
are | 
arisil 
Drv 
leave 


Del: 


A 
thro 
with 
they 
peric 
It is 
subj 
the 
is ré 
orig 
at t 
any 
of | 
but 
peri 
com 
com 
folle 
is ¢ 
the 
to v 
whi 
ten 
of r 
pay 
inte 

the 

in { 
to | 
on 
to | 

Th 

bro 

=" 
to 
ing 

to 1 

the 

ma 
sec 


ber 








IgI0, 

—=—= 
the Lord 
nt at any 
have been 
5 of the 
ll not be 
there are 
lan three 
ther than 
amentary 
Y proceed 
ce may be 
mn, thirty 
: decided, 


y. 
rules ag 
nner in 
ond the 
e letter 
nd it is 
beyond 
’ section 
sale of 
® grant 
nner in 
ive is a 
where 
i8seS On 
on the 
sity we 
fers on 
on “ fee 
Posseés- 
divided 
also an 
est” in 
oes not 
tal and 
other 
sredita- 
Conse- 
rior to 
isfer on 
a lease, 
with is 
zed in 
tion of 
imple, 
ccaslou 
nd the 
ym mis- 
t it is 
jatever 
to be 
rovide 
he fee 
on the 


: occa- 
porate 
re not 
ascel- 
yf the 
y land, 
rule 3 
of the 
atters 
intro- 
umely, 
nual 


mably 








July 30, 1910. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


[Vol. 54-] 713. 











it is intended to include fee simple and fee tail; but whatever 
estate in the Jand is intended, no increment value duty is pay 
able on the mere grant of it; there must be a transfer on sale, 
and whether this is of the fee simple or of any other kind of fee, it 
falls within other words of rules 2 and 3. The additional words 
referring to “the grant of any fee” must be taken, until some 
proper explanation is given of them, to be unauthorized and 
misleading. Itis the same with the words “ the creation of any 
ground annual rent ”—a printer’s error, we presume, for annual 
ground-rent—to which our correspondent takes exception. 
*Annual groundrent” is a term rather of popular than 
legal use. Such a rent is reserved on the grant of a build- 
ing lease, and the orcasion for the collection of duty arises 
by reason of the grant of the lease and not of the creation of 
the rent. Possibly a key to the draftsman’s meaning is to be 
found in the direction in rule 1, that a lease ‘‘of a term” 
(presumably ‘“‘for a term” is intended) of which 99 years 
or more remain unexpired is to be treated as a fee simple ; thus 
the grant of such a lease at a rent for building purposes and the 
reservation of a ground-rent may have presented itself to the 
draftsman’s mind as being in effect the transfer of the fee simple 
on sale in consideration of the creation of a rent, and if so, the 
whole duty, and not a proportionate part only, would be payable. 
This may be the reason why the words ‘ the creation of a ground 
annual rent” are introduced into rule 2, but if so the drafts- 
man has wandered far from the words of the Act, and the rules 
are likely to lead to confusion. There are further questions 
arising on them, as appears from acommunication from Mr. G. H. 
DEVONSHIRE to the 7imes of the 26th inst., but these we must 
leave for the present. 


Delay in the Delivery of Securities Purchased on 
the Stock Exchange. 

A LARGE proportion of the persons who buy stocks and shares 
through a broker on the Stock Exchange are wholly dissatisfied 
with the custom under which they are invited to pay for what 
they have purchased in advance and to wait an uncertain 
period for the delivery of the deéd of transfer of the securities. 
It is true that all contracts on the Stock Exchange are made 
subject to an implied reservation of the right of rescission if 
the contractee fails to complete, that is to say, the party who 
is ready and willing to complete may, in such cases, treat the 
original contract as rescinded, effect elsewhere a similar bargain 
at the market price and claim a.ainst his original contractee for 
any loss incurred. 
of law, so far at least as it relates to the remedy of the bayer, 


but on the Stock Exchange there are certain regulations as to the | 


period at which a member may be treated as having failed to 
complete his bargain and as to the method of ascertaining and 
completing the amount of loss incurred, which must be strictly 
followed where it is sought to enforce the remedy. Buying in 
is carried out by auction publicly in the House. In some cases 
the attempt to buy in proves abortive, and the buyer is induced 
to waive his right by a compromise. In a long correspondence 
which has recently appeared in one of the daily papers it is con- 


tended that this custom is founded entirely upon the convenience ! 


of members of the Stock Exchange. The broker has, of course, to 
pay forany stock which he purchases within a certain prescribed 


interval after presentation of the certificate and the execution of | 


the transfer. It is, therefore, imperative that he should be put 
in funds by his principal, and the custom requires the purchaser 
to forward to the broker a cheque for the amount shewn to be due 
on the contract notes a day or two before the settling day, and 
to leave the broker to see to the proper delivery of the securities. 
The settling day comes round, and it may happen that the 
broker finds a difficulty in getting delivery of what he has bought 
—probably because it does not suit the convenience of the jobber 
to deliver, Meanwhile the cheque goes into the broker’s bank- 
ing account and may remain there for weeks until it is required 
totake up the stock which may be presented at any time. In 
the case of the investment of trust funds, the purchase-money 
may pass into the hands of a broker whose credit is the only 
security for the delivery of the securities. It has, however, 


been held by the House of Lords that a trustee, in buying 


Stock Exchange securities on behalf of his cestui que trust, is justi- 
fied in employing a broker and in paying the purchase money to 
him without further security, and this decision is, we take it, 
inconsistent with the view that the custom requiring prepayment 
is unreasonable, more especially when it is remembered that pre- 
payment in other departments of business is in full operation. 


Registration under the Money-lenders Act. 

THE LATEST instance—very many cases have occurred recently 
—of the House of Lords reversing the Court of Appeal, upon a 
question of how to construe novel Acts of Parliament, is //’hite- 
man Vv. Sadler (reported elsewhere), a case under the Money- 
lenders Act, 1900. The case is reported, as dealt with by the 
Court of Appeal, in 1910, 1 K. B. 868, and with respect to two 
points considered in the judgments there reported, the House of 
Lords agreed with the Court of Appeal. These two points were : 
The meaning of “usual trade name,” and the effect of a 
money-lender carrying on business “in more than one name.” 
On a third point, however, the House of Lords did not agree 
with the Court of Appeal—that relating to the effect of actual 
registration—-with the result that, contrary to the decision below, 
the action of the plaintiff (respondent) is dismissed with costs. 
Shortly, the result of the litigation is that, although the defend- 
ants (appellants) did contravene the provisions of the Act in two 
respects, viz., by carrying on a business under a name other than 
their “usual name,” and by carrying on business “in more 
than one name,” yet being de facto registered in accordance with 
the rules and regulations of the Inland Revenue Commissioners, 
these breaches of the Act are held not to entitle the plaintiff to 
set aside his contract with them. The principal opinion in the 
House of Lords was delivered by Lord MACNAGHTEN, who wittily 
said, with reference to the rarity of large “ firms” of money- 
lenders, “'They mostly hunt in couples, not in packs.” With 





This is in accordance with the ordinary rule | 


respect to the effect of improper registration, the view taken in 
the Court of Appeal was that if a name were registered in con- 
travention of the Act, there was “no name registered at all 
within the Act,” and therefore the security given by the bill 
of sale was worthless as being unenforceable. Lord MACNAGHTEN 
said: “I must confess that I have felt considerable diftticulty 
in coming to a conclusion on this point, hut on the whole I am 
‘of opinion that the bill of sale taken in the registered name of 
‘the money-lenders is not void, although the name was, | think, 
improperly registered.” It is pointed out that the registration 
| under the Act is effected in accordance with the regulations of a 
public department. The following advice was given by Lord 
MACNAGHTEN to this public department: “I venture to hope 
that the Commissioners of Ifland Revenue will issue regulations 
| which may be a guide to persons proposing to register, and not 
‘an occasion for stumbling, and that they will repair the error 
they have committed by removing, on proper notice, names 
wrongly registered, and taking care in future that, so far as in 
them lies, the requirements of the Act shall be complied with.” 


| 
| 
| 
| 


Compensation for the Compulsory Slaughter of 
Cattle Threatened by Disease. 

| ‘THE RECENT decision of the officials of the Board of Agricul- 
‘ture, acting under the Diseases of Animals Act, 1894, to order 
the slaughter of all the cattle at a farm near Ripon where seven 
or eight animals were found or believed to be suffering from 
| foot and mouth disease, seems to be regarded with approval by 
those interested in the prevention of the spread of fatal plagues 
among the cattle of Great Britain. Full compensation is, of 
course, payable to the owners of the cattle ordered to be 
slaughtered, and a reference to the debates in the House of 
Commons in 1866 on the Cattle Diseases Bill will shew that 
there was then much difference of opinion with regard to the 
provisions charging the cost of the compulsory slaughter of cattle 
on the local rates. Mr. Bricut thought that these provisions 
were calculated to deter any farmer or owner of cattle from 
trying curative means of any kind. The farmer would submi. 
to fate—he would get one-half or three-quarters of the price of 
his cattle, and there would be a great cessation of the efforts to 
discover the nature of the disease ; to cure it if it appeared ; and 
to prevent its approach when it appeared in the neighbourhood 
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of any farm. Nothing could be more monstrous than the notion 
that the public ought to be called upon to make up to private 
persons all losses in consequence of accident. Mr. Brigut added 
that the loss which the farmers suffered was only the same kind 
of loss which periodically visited almost every other industry in 
the country, giving as an instance the then recent cotton famine in 
Lancashire. Mr. Lowe answered that it would be unreasonable 
to make the stockowners bear the whole of the loss, for it would 
affect all in time. Mr. J. StuART MILL agreed that farmers and 
landlords would suffer, but only to the same extent as other 
members of the community, and inasmuch as it was the whole 
community which suffered, no class of the community as a class 
had the smallest claim to compensation from the rest. He 
thought that in real justice the compensation to the farmers 
ought to be paid to the less fortunate by the more fortunate of 
the class, thus establishing what would be equivalent to a 
compulsory system of mutual insurance amongst the owners of 
stock. We can only repeat that the views as to compulsory 
legislation have greatly changed from those which were prevalent 
less than fifty years ago. 


The Risk of Fraudulent Bills of Lading. 

Tue Bits of Lading Act, 1855, informs us that at the date 
of that Act “it frequently happened that the goods in respect 
of which bills of lading purported to be signed had not been 
laden on board. More than fifty years have elapsed, but 
fraudulent bills of lading continue to exist, and have caused 
much disquiet in the mercantile world, especially in cases where 
the seller of goods draws on the buyer for the price and transmits 
the bill of exchange and bill of lading to the buyer together to 
secure acceptance or payment of the billof exchange. It appears 
that, upon the sale of cotton in the United States for export to 
this country, a bill of exchange and a bill of lading are passed 
by the broker to the bank which finances his operations. That 
bank may pass them to other banks, but ultimately they come 
into the hands of a bank, usually in New York, which presents 
the bill of exchange and the bill of lading to a European bank, 
and on the acceptance of this bill of exchange the European 
bank becomes liable for the price of the cotton. The recent 
issue of frandulent bills of lading for American cotton has led 
a committee, representing English banks and accepting houses 
and foreign banks interested in cotton, to agree upon a resolution 
that in the case of drafts drawn upon the banks against bills of 
lading for cotton, and negotiated through exchange buyers in 
America, the banks, from and after a day specified, will decline 
to accept the drafts unless the genuineness of the bills of lading, 
both as to signature and as to the possession of the cotton by 
the carriers up to the time of issue, be guaranteed by such ex- 
change buyers to the correspondents of the banks concerned. This 
resolution appears to us to be in every respect justifiable. The 
American banks, who have better means of making inquiry than 
their correspondents in Europe, are the proper persons to furnish 
the guaranice, and there is good ground for believing that the 
local insurance companies would insure any risk arising out of 
any such guarantee ata moderate premium. 


The Difficulty in Reporting Judgments. 

A LETTER from “A Gallery Reporter” in the 7Zimes on 
Parliamentary reporting complains bitterly of the manner in 
which important speeches are delivered in the House of 
Commons. The Prime Minister and the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs are often, he says, nearly inaudible, and the reporter, 


who has on some occasions to supply a verbatim report of their | 


speeches, has imposed upon him the difficult task of filling up 


from conjecture, or from his knowledge of the subject, large gays | 


in his notes of the words addressed to the House. Indistinct 
ness is not a common failing among the practitioners in the Law 
Courts. They have been requested at different stages of their 
career to speak up, so that judge or jury may follow them, and 
if they are not always graceful, they are at any rate audible. 
But complaints from law reporters of the manner in which 
judgments are delivered are by no means infrequent. In some 
of the most important cases the judgments are not committed 
to writing, and the reporter is called upon sometimes, after a 





fatiguing day’s work, to take in longhand a full and satisfactory 
note of a hurried and indistinct judgment, the judge often 
dropping his voice when it is most important to catch the full 
meaning of his words. This difficulty has more than once led 
us to wonder that mistakes in the reports of judgments are 
comparatively rare. 


An American Chief Justice and Phonetic Spelling. 


AN AMERICAN newspaper, in an obituary notice of the late 
Chief Justice FULLER, of the Supreme Court of the United States, 
mentions that that learned judge was chiefly responsible for the 
defeat of President RoosEvELT’s scheme for an immediate and 
| general change in the spelling of words throughout the republic. 

The Government printer had, in pursuance of this scheme, 
been ordered to set up all official documents in the new spelling, 
and one of these papers which was placed before the Chief 
Justice contained an extract from an opinion delivered by a 
former judge in which the word “through ” appeared as “ thru.” 
The Chief Justice, after glancing at the paper, inquired whether 
it was a literal quotation from the opiniun of the judge. The 
manner in which the question was put appears to have prevented a 
repetition of the incident, and Congress soon afterwards refused 
to receive communications in the new style of spelling, which, 
however, still prevails in certain American periodicals. 


The Honours Examination. 

It WILL be observed, from the list of successful candidates at 
the Honours Examination of the Law Society, which we publish 
elsewhere, that the name of Mr. YAN Sik Ho appears in the second 
class. It would be interesting to know whether there is any 
previous instance of a gentleman apparently of far-Eastern origin 
appearing in the Honours List, and also whether Mr. Ho intends 
to devote himself to practice in England. If he does, the advice 
given by Mr. Dart to one of his pupils who had a peculiar cog- 
nomen may be of service—‘‘ Change your name, sir, if you mean 
to practise; you can’t possibly sign a draft in the name of 
—— .’ The advice was taken and the pupil rose to 
considerable distinction in the profession. 





tx LTurpi Causa Non Oritur Actio. 


THE maxim Lr turpi causa non oritur actio is sufficiently familiar, 
and in some circumstances its application is obvious—where, for 
instance, the plaintiff is suing on a contract founded on an un- 
lawful consideration—and it may apply also, it would seem, to 
| the rdécovery of property if the plaintiff has to make an illegal 
| transaction part of his cause of action; but the limitation which 
|is to be placed upon this latter application of it is strikingly 
| illustrated by the decision of the Court of Appeal in (Gordon 
| V. Chief Commissioner 7 | Metropolitan Police (Time sy 25th inst.). 

In that case the plaintiff sued to recover a sum of £107 6s. 8d., 
which had been seized by the police during a raid on h's 
premises in connection with betting. It appears to have been 
the proceeds of street betting carried on by the plaintiff, or on 
his behalf, and this was found as a fact by WARRINGTON, J., and 
| the question of the plaintiff's right to recover was argued on the 
| assumption of this fact; but VauGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J., con- 
|cluded his judgment, in which he left the question of law 
| undecided, by remarking that there was no evidence to shew 
|under what circumstances and for what purpose the plaintiff 
| received the money, and on this ground he bela that the plaintiff 
| was entitled torecover. To judge, however, from the report of the 
| case, this was the only hint that the facts as to the money were 
| not as they were assumed to be, and both WARRINGTON, J., who 
| dismissed the action, and MouLTON and Buck ey, L.JJ., who, 
| 
| 








with VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J., allowed the appeal, based their 
judgments upon the question whether the above maxim was or 
was not applicable under the assumed facts of the case. 

Under the Street Betting Act, 1906, any person frequenting 
or loitering in streets or public places, on-behalf either of bim- 
self or of any other person, for the purpose of betting is liable 
to the penalties stated in the Act, and also to forfeiture of 
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all books, cards, papers, and other articles relating to betting 
which may be found in his possession. In the present case 
proceedings had been taken against the plaintiff and three other 
persons who were in his employ for offences under the Act. The 


offences were committed in the neighbourhood of certain pre- j 


mises, 19, Grove-street, Deptford, which, though not used for 
betting, furnished the operators with a refuge in casethe police 
appeared on the scene. On the 28th of November, 1908, the 
plaintiff received, either himself or through his servants, 
£107 6s. 8d., and this amount was deposited in 19, Grove-street. 
On that day the police raided the premises under the authority 
of a warrant issued under section 11 of the Betting Act, 1853, 
and seized not only slips and documents relating to betting, but 
also the money, and they claimed to retain the money on the 
ground that it was required as evidence at the trial. The sub- 
ordinates were convicted, but the plaintiff was acquitted. The 
police, having retained the money for the purpose of the trial, 
refused to return it when the trial was over, and the action was 
brought to recover it. 

The Street Betting Act, 1906, as stated above, authorizes the 
forfeiture of betting apparatus, but not of money, and section 
11 of the Act of 1853 is equally restricted. The section provides 
for the issue of a warrant to a police officer to enter any house or 
room used for illegal betting and to arrest persons found therein, 
and to seize all lists, cards, or other documents relating to 
racing or betting found on the premises ; but no mention is made 
of money. The dafa, therefore, from which the case starts are 
extremely simple. The plaintiff obtained money as the proceeds 
of conduct which was unlawful under the Act of 1906, but the 
money was voluntarily paid to him and became his property. 
The police unsuccessfully proceeded against him under the Act, 
and in the course of the proceedings seized the money without 
statutory justification. ‘They had, therefore, no right to detain 
it, and the plaintiffs right to recover it was clear unless it was 
defeated by the unlawful nature of the acquisition of the money. 

The principle relating to the applicability of the maxim in 
question was stated by Linpiey, L.J., in Scott v. Brown, Doering, 
MeNab, d Co. (1892, 2 Q. B. 724), in a passage which was 
quoted and relied upon by WARRINGTON, J., in his judgment in 
the present case. The maxim, he said, was founded in good 
sense, and expressed a clear and well-recognized legal principle, 
which was not confined to indictable offences. ‘‘No court,” 
continued LinDLey, L.J., “ ought to enforce an illegal contract 
or allow itself to be made the instrument of enforcing obligations 
alleged to arise out of a contract or transaction which is illegal, 
if the illegality is duly brought to the notice of the court, and 
if the person invoking the aid of the court is himself implicated 
in the illegality.” In the view of WARRINGTON, J., this dicfwm 
covered the plaintiff's claim in the present case. The money 
was the result of an illegal transaction, and the claim, he con- 
sidered, arose out of the illegal transaction, and was therefore 
unenforceable. The learned judge declined to distinguish in 
this connection between rights arising out of contract and rights 
of property. ‘It is said,” he observed, “ that the principle is 
only applicable where the plaintiff is seeking to enforce a right 
arising out of contract or quasi-contract, and that it does not 
extend to a right of property, but I can find no such limita- 
tion. Vhere the illegality is a necessary fact, the 
principle applies whether the right arises out of contract or in 
some other way.” 

In the Court of Appeal MouLton and BuckKLEy, L.JJ., met 
this reasoning by pointing out that the origin of the money had 
really no connection with the plaintiff's claim to the return of it. 
The police having in fact no title to the money, their position 
was not different from that of any other member of the public 
who might have entered the premises and taken it. The defence, 
said Mouton, L.J., “does not rest upon any title or show of 
title in the defendant, but on an alleged impotence on the part 
of the plaintiff to recover the money from anyone who has got 
hold of it.” But the transaction in which the plaintiff had 
himself acquired the money was a matter distinct from his title 
to recover it against a wrongful possessor. The money had 
been voluntarily handed to him, and whether the persons who 
paid it could recover it or not, the property in the money was 











— 





actually in the plaintiff at the time it was seized. In the course 
of his case he may have shewn the nature of the transaction to 
which his acquisition of the money was due, but this was previous 
to and independent of his actual title to the money. “ There 
being,” said MouLToN, L..J., “no forfeiture of the money under the 
Street Betting Act, 1906, and the property in the coins having 
passed out of the payer by his own voluntary act of payment, 
it must be in the receiver, and whatever punishments and liabilities 
he may incur in frequenting the streets for the purpose of bet- 
ting, there is nothing that affects his property in the money 
received by him.” In the view of the Lord Justice the maxim 
Ex turpi causa non oritur actio had no application to the case. 

And Buck ey, L.J., although he admitted that the maxim was 
not confined to the case of contract, took the same view of its non- 
applicability to the plaintiff's claim. The plaintiff: cause of 
action, he said, was exhaustively stated by saying that he sued 
the defendant for having deprived him of his property. 
Possibly the property ought not to have been got in betting 
transactions, but that was a matter which formed no part of the 
cause of action. “If the property is taken from the plaintiff on 
that ground, it is taken by confiscation. There is no ground of 
publie policy upon which the defendant should keep that which 
under no circumstances is his.” In Scoft v. Brown, Doering, 
McNab, & Co, (supra), BUCKLEY, L.J., pointed out, the claim was 
on an illegal contract, and, indeed, the terms of the dictum of 
LINDLEY, L.J., quoted above do not seem to apply to sucha 
claimas that in the present case. The plaintiff was not seeking 
to enforce an obligation arising out of a contract or transaction 
which wasillegal. The obligation was an obligation of the police 
to return money which had been improperly taken by them, 
and which was the property of the plaintiff. To hold otherwise 
would have been to give the police a power of forfeiting money under 
the Betting Acts which the Legislature has refrained from confer- 
ringonthem. VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J., intimated that he did 
not agree with MouLTon, I..J., in his views of the application of the 
maxim, but since he declined to state with any definiteness his 
own views, and avoided the question by taking a view of the 
evidence which does not seem to have occurred to anyone 
else, it is fair to ascribe all the weight of the decision to the 
judgments of Mouton and Bucktey, L.JJ., and these place a 
useful limitation on the application of the maxim. 





7 ‘ 
Co-respondents of Non-English 
Domicil. 

A QUESTION of the first importance in divorce proceedings, where 
the co-respondent is not of English domicil, has recently been 
decided by Sir SAMUEL EvANS: see Rayment v. Laument, and 
Chapman v. Chapman (reported elsewhere). The President’s 
decision establishes a distinction, between the position of a co- 
respondent and that of other parties to a suit for dissolution of 
marriage, which does not appear either to be noticed in any text- 
book or to have been the subject of judicial decision. Where a 
co-respondent has a domicil other than English—whcether he be a 
British subject or not—it seems to have been regarded, up to 
the present time, as a matter of course that he should be dis- 
missed from the suit, and that his application to be so dismissed 
should be granted as a matter of right. These applications are 
of frequent oceurrence--in one volume of the Law Reports, 
1908, P., there are three cases of this kind: Levy v. Ler», 
». 356; Baker v. Baker, p. 257 ; Boger v. Boger, p. 300, The 
ground for dismissing a co-respondent from the suit, where 


|his domicil is not English, bas always been considered to 


be that the English courts have no jurisdiction over him 
by reason of his domicil, just as in the case of the other 
parties to the proceedings an English domicil is essential. In 
Rayment vy. Rayment (supra)—the judgment delivered applies to 
both cases—it has now been held that the jurisdiction of the 
English courts over co-respondents depends neither on domicil 
nor nationality, and a motion to dismiss from the suit as 
co-respondent a man who was a domiciled Scotsman was refused. 
The distinction thus drawn between co-respondents and other 





: 





parties is based on the peculiar position occupied by a co-respon- 
dent both prior to the Matrimonial Causes Act, 1857, and under 
particular enactments in that statute itself. 

The facts and circumstances of the two cases above referred 
to were similar, except that in Rayment v. Rayment no damages 
were claimed, but only costs under section 34 of the Matrimonial 
Causes Act, 1857, whilst in Chapman v, Chapman both damages 
and costs were claimed under sections 33 and 34. This was 
held to make no difference. The motion in each case was that 
the co-respondent should be dismissed from the suit on the ground 
that the court bad no jurisdiction over him. The suit was in 
each case brovght by the husband for a decree of dissolution of 
marriage by reason. of the adultery of the wife with the co- 
respondent. The co-respondents were domiciled in Scotland ; the 
adultery was alleged to have taken place there, and the petition 
and citation were served on the co-respondents in Scotland. The 
petitioner and respondent in each case were, of course, of English 
domicil. The English courts can only decree dissolution of 
marriage where both petitioner and respondent are domiciled in 
England at the commencement of the proceedings, and as regards 
petitioners and respondents Scotland, Ireland, Italy, New Zealand, 
&., are equally “foreign” countries, domicil in which is 
“foreign” and ousts the jurisdiction of the English courts. 
The President cited a number of cases where co-respondents 
had beon dismissed from the suit on the ground of a “ foreign” 
domicil, it having been assumed that the rule as to domicil 
applied in their case as well, and observed ; “ Whatever it is 
that determines the jurisdiction of this court with regard to 
co-respondents, I am of opinion that the jurisdiction does not 
depend on the domicil of the co-respondent. But I am 
also of opinion that the jurisdiction is not to he determined by 
the question whether the co-respondent is or is not a British 
subject.” 

Section 28 of the Matrimonial Causes Act, 1857, enacts that 
upon a petition being ** presented by a busband the petitioner 
shall make the alleged adulterer a co-respondent,” unless excused 
by the court on special grounds. ‘Then, by section 42, the 
“petition shall be served on the party to be affected thereby, 
either within or without her Majesty’s dominions,” as the court 
by order may direct. Section 33 enacts as follows: “ Any hus- 
band may, either in a petition for dissolution of marriage or for 
judicial separation, or in a petition limited to such object only, 
claim damages from any person on the ground of his having 


committed adultery with the wife of such petitioner . .. and 
the claim made by every such petition shall be heard and tried 
on the same principles, in the same manner, and subject to the 


same or the like rules and regulations, as actions for criminal 
conversation are now tried and decided in courts of common 
law. . .” It is these express enactments—that the co- 
respondent must be served with the petition, and that damages 
may be claimed against him, as in the former action for criminal 
conversation—which are relied on by the President as distinguish- 
ing the co-respondent’s position from that of the other parties ; 
“So far as the co-respondent is concerned, the citation corresponds 
with what would have been the writ in an action for criminal 
conversation. I see no reason why the service of the 
petition and citation upon him, if out of England, should not 
place him on a similar footing with regard to jurisdiction as a 
defendant properly served with a writ out of the jurisdiction 
under Order XI. in the King’s Bench or Chancery Division.” It 
is also pointed out that the action for criminal conversation was an 
ordinary action for tort, in respect of which the courts would have 
had jurisdiction irrespective of the defendant’s domicil, nationality, 
or residence, under proper circumstances. The President con- 
cluded a lengthy judgment thus: “The conclusions at which I have 


arrived, after considerable perplexity and difficulty, are as follows : | 


The jurisdiction of the court over the co-respondent, both as to 
damages and costs, in a suit properly instituted here does not 
depend on domicil, allegiance, or residence. If a foreign co 
respondent is served in England this court has for that reason 
jurisdiction over him. 
nationality ; and if he is served abroad, the statute authorizing 
such service gives to this court jurisdiction over him. In proper 
cases the court may exercise discretionary power, and dismiss or 
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dispense with a co-respondent domiciled abroad, but he is not 
entitled to demand as of right that he be dismissed from the 
suit. By these motions the respondents, Scotsmen, make that 
demand. Until some higher court decides that this demand can 
be made as of right, I must, on the view I take of the law, 
decline to accede to it ; and I dismiss both motiors with costs,” 











Reviews. 
The Municipal Corporations Acts. 


RAWLINSON'S MunicrpaAL Corporations Acts. Tentru Eptrtion, 
By J. F. P. Rawnrson, K.C., and J. A. Jounston, Barrister-at- 
Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


This is a new and carefuliy revised edition of a beok which covers 
a field untouched by any other legal text-book. Numerous treatises 
exist on special branches of the law administered by municipal cor- 
porations in common with other local authorities ; we need only 
name as examples Mackenzie’s edition of Pratt’s Law of Highways 
and Glen or Lumley on Public Health. Again, Brice on U/tra Vires 
is a storehouse of useful information upon the principles which govern 
the powers, functions, and liabilities of municipal as well as other 
classes of corporations. But the late Sir Christopher Rawlinson’s 
, carefully annotated edition of the various statutes which regulate 
the status of municipal corporations is the only treatise which con- 
tains a complete commentary on the constitution of these all- 
important units of local government ; that work, with innumerable 
additions and improvements, is the framework which the present 
editors have expanded into an elaborate: and thorough treatise, 
which covers an enormous tract of legal territory. 

Part [. deals at length with the various Municipal Corporation 
Acts, of which the most important is that of 1882 ; Part II. contains 
the relevant sections selected from a large number of other Acts of 
Parliament which contain provisions imposing duties and liabilities 
on the governing bodies of boroughs. As a few examples which 
shew the varied field covered by the editors in exercising a choice of 
such statutes, we may mention the Mortmain Acts, 1888 and 1892, 
the Weights and Measures (Purchase) Act, 1892, the Police Act, 
1893, the Public Libraries Act, 1892, the Education Act, 1902, the 
Justices of the Peace Act, 1906, the Costs in Criminal Cases Act, 
1908, and the Oaths Act, 1909. Some of these area little unexpected, 
but the reader, on referring to the statute or the editors’ annotations 
of it, will find that in every case an excellent reason exists for 
| appending the selected sections to this book. 

Throughout the whole work the commentary appended to each 
section of each statute dealt with is exceedingly thorough and care- 
ful ; an honest attempt to include every case which is really relevant 
has obviously been made. In order to satisfy himself upon this 
point, the reviewer looked up several recent cases to which his 
attention has been drawn in the course of practice, and found nearly 
all of ,jthem noted. Among these cases are Altorney-General v. 
De Winton (1906, 2 Ch. 106), whieh decided that the limitations 
imposed upon the borrowing powers of a corporation cannot be 
evaded by the device of obtaining an overdraft from its bankers ; 
Rk. v. Beer (1903, 2 K. B. 693), which decided that the remedy of quo 
warranto is still available against unqualified persons holding 
corporate offices even when an election petition will also lie ; Latter 
v. Littlehampton Urban District Council (1909, 73 J. P. 426), which 
defined the limits within which employees of a municipal body will 
be entitled to claim compensation under a statute abolishing their 
offices. 

In a werk of this kind it is hardly necessary to say that a really 
good index isa prime essential. Just [00 pages are allotted to the 
index by Messrs. Rawlinson and Johnston, so that the reader can hardly 
complain of meagreness as its defect. We must say that occasionally 
a heading strikes one as a little unnecessary ; for instance, we get 
this topic as a heading by itself: “ Flags, payment for, at election 
is illegal.” Would any human being who consults the book think of 
looking up “ Flags,” in the index? Now, when we turn to the heading 
“Tllegal Payments,” where we should naturally look for a reference 
to “Flags,” we find no notice of the topic. At the risk of being 
hypercritical, we think that an entry of that kind indicates a slightly 
unpractical tendency on the part of the editors. While, however, 
we feel it our duty to call attention to the fact that the index is not 
quite perfeet, we think it right to say that we have found it complete, 
accurate, and judicious in the quantity of topics selected for refer- 
ence. The same merits are to be found in the Tables of Statutes and 
| Cases ; and there is a most useful analysis of the Municipal Corpor- 
; ations Act, 1882, set out at length in the Table of Contents. We 
| certainly think that every borough council should make a point of 
| getting a copy of this useful work. 
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Books of the Week. 


Company Precedents.—Company Precedents for Use in 
Relation to Companies subject to the Companies (Consolidation) 
Act, 1908. Part II.: Winding-up Forms and Practice, arranged as 
follows : Compulsory Winding-up, Voluntary Winding-up, Winding- 
up under Supervision, Arrangements and Compromisés ; with 
copious Notes, and an Appendix containing Acts ‘and Rules. 
Tenth Edition. By Sir Francts Beaurort Patmer, Bencher of 
the Inner Temple, assisted by Epwarp Manson, Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Son (Limited). 

Trust Accounts.—Trust Accounts, including the History, 
Preparation, Investigation end Audit thereof. By Pretor W. 
CHANDLER, Solicitor. Second Edition. Butterworth & Co. 


Law for Sportsmen and Gamekeepers.—Shots from | 


a Lawyer’s Gun. By Nicnotas Everrrt, F.Z.S. (H.R.E.). Fifth 


Edition, Enlarged, with Table of Statutes, List of Cases, and | 


Chapters on New Subjects. Illustrated by Wallace MacKay and 
other Artists. Everett & Co. 

Land Value Duties.—The Law Relating to the Duties on 
Land Values : being the Finance Act, 1910, Part I , with Introduc- 
tion and Notes. By J. A. Lovat-FRrastrr, M.A., LL.M., Barrister-at- 
Law. Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 


Key and Elphinstone.—Supplement to the Ninth Edition of | 


Key and Elphinstone’s Compendium of Precedents in Conveyancing. 
By Sir Howarp Warsurtron ELPHINSTONE, Bart., M.A., one of 


the Conveyancing Counsel of the Court, FREDERICK TRENTHAM | 


Maw, B.A., LL.B. and Grrpert Harrison Jonn Hurst, M.A.,, 
Barristers-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 





Correspondence. 


Increment Value Duty—Inland Revenue Rules. 

[Lo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. ]} 

Sir,—In your issue of last week I see that vou raise a question as 
to whether the new rules made by the Inland Revenue Commis- 
sioners under section 3, sub-sections 2 and 3, of the Finance Act are 
not to some extent w/tra vires. In this connection I should be glad 
if you could give your readers the advantage of your opinion upon 
the following. 

Rule 2, sub-section 1, of the new rules purports to determine the 
amount of increment value duty which shall be deemed unsatisfied 
“on the occasion of the transfer on sale or on the occasion 


of the grant of any fee of any land or the creation of any grouud | 


annual rent thereon.” The words which I have italicized imply that 
increment value duty may be assessed or collected on the occasion of 
“the creation of any ground annual rent” out of land, but is there 


anything in the Finance Act which justifies this view? If land is | 


transferred “on sale” and the consideration for this sale is the 
creation and reservation of a fee-farm rent, no doubt increment 
value duty should be assessed, and must be satisfied, not because 
the “ creation” of a ground-rent is an “ occasion ” for assessing duty, 
but because the duty is assessable on the occasion of a “sale,” and 
by reference to the consideration paid or agreed to be paid on that 
occasion, 

We can make the distinction more clear by considering the follow- 
ing case. Suppose the owner in fee of land creates a tee farm rent 
and sells that rent, he himself retaining the hereditaments upon 
which the rent is charged. There appears to be nothing in the Act 
that renders the land liable to any claim for inerement value duty 
on the occasion of such a transacticn—the reason being that a fee- 
farm rent is not an “ interestin land” within the meaning of section 1 
of the Act, although it is a “fixed charge” within the meaning of 
section 25 of the Act. If this view is correct, in what sense can the 
words of the new rule which I have italicized have any operation ! 
What section of the Act makes any provision for ascertaining whether 
any increment value has or has not accrued on the occasion “ of the 
creation of any ground-rent ?” a 

July 26. 

[See observations under the head of “Current Topies.”—Ep. S../.] 


[To the Editur of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. ] 

Sir,—You have in your article last week raised the question 
whether the new rules of the Inland Revenue Commissioners are 
valid as regards the taxpayer, and it may be worth while to see 
how, if valid, some of them will work in practice. Take, for 
instance, rale 3 (3', and apply it to the following common case :— 

A freeholder grants a long lease at a ground-rent ; his lessee grants 
a sub-lease at an improved ground-rent. The freeholder and the 
original lessee pay duty on the grants of their leases respectively ; 


these duties are, under this rule, to be deemed as paid in respect of 
the interests so created, but not in respect of the interest out of 
which they are created. The effect of this is that when either the 
freeholder or the original lessee sells, any duty paid at the time of 
granting the lease by him is not to be taken into account as having 
been paid in respect of the interest out of which such lease was 
granted, and so he will be called upon to pay duty a second time in 
respect of the same increment. SOLICITORS. 
July 27. 


Increment Value Duty. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. ] 


Sir.—I wish to draw your attention to a paragraph which appeared 





in your leading article (last column) of the 23rd inst. upon the 
above subject. 

You state that “when a conveyance on sale is executed, the land 
| becomes ‘ charged’ with the duty,’ &c. Itseems to me that, provided 
| the deed is stamped in accordance with the provisions of sub-section 
3 of section 4 of the Act, the increment duty can only be claimed 
against the transferor. 

In addition, if the provisions of the above sub-section are not 
complied with, the only risk the purchaser runs is that his conveyance 
would be held to be insutticiently stamped. If the above contention 
is correct, the land is never charged with the payment of the duty. 

Cardiff, July 26. GARSI. 

[It would have been more accurate to have stated that on the 
| occasion in question the duty becomes charged in respect of the 
|increment value of the land. But our having, in the passage 

referred to by our correspondent, put the word “charged” in 
inverted commas was intended to draw attention to the fact that we 
| used the word “charged” in the meaning that it bears in the Act. 
| In the recapitulation at the end of the article the effect of the Act is 
| stated correctly. Ep, S../.| 


The Codification of the Poor Law. 
| To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 
Sir,—In moving the second reading of the Licensing (Consolida- 

tion) Bill in the House of Lords yesterday the Lord Chancelior 
| said “he hoped that the success of this Bill might encourage other 
private Members to do the same good work which had been done 
| by private members on this occasion—namely, to put the tangle of 
our statutes into something like orderly shape, and thereby to enable 
| people to understand what the law was.” Fi 
With these wise and statesmanlike words I feel sure all will agree, 
| and I do not know any legal field so fertile, and on which a young 
lawyer could so deservedly win fame and fortune, as the codification 
of the poor law. The recent report of the Royal Commission 
| would enable him to bring forward a codifying Bill, with such 
|amendments as the report indicates, as would at once attract the 
| attention of the Legislature, and, if carried, would put an end to the 
reckless waste and extravagance and overlapping of- administration 
as that report has shewn to exist. 

[ have heard it said that of every sovereign spent on 
only half-a-crown goes to the poor, and the rest in “administration,” 
| If those figures are approximately acgurate, then surely no time 
should be lost in altering, amending, and codifying the law, and the 
| man who identifies himself with such a measure will never regret it. 
T. Roraweit Hasan. 


“ noor law 


17, Moorgate-street, E.C., July 27. 


Reconveyances. 
(To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—Referring to the Conveyancing Bill now before Parliament, 
and mentioned by you in one of your short Leaders-in the issue of 
| the Sonticrrors’ JouRNAL for the 16th of this month, might it not be 
| suggested. with advantage, that a clause should be added dispensing 
with formal reconveyances in the cases of mortgages and substituting 
for the same a simple receipt to be indorsed on the mortgage, and 
| providing for such receipts to be sufficient discharges and to vest the 
| legal estate in the mortgagor, &e., in the same way as is now provided 
| in the case of building societies’ mortgages ? Such a provision would 
| save a great deal of unnecessary expense and trouble 
Recinatp W. PEARLEss. 


East Grinstead, Sussex, July 25. 


The Royal Assent was given on Tuesday to the Appropriation Act, 
| the Police Superannuation (Scotland) Act, the Census (Ireland) Act, 
| the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, the Police (Weekly Rest Day) 
Act, the Norwich Charities (No. 2) Act, and fifty-four private and 
provisional order Acts. 
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Points to be Noted. 


Practice. 





Costs—Order in the Chancery Division for Payment—Action | 


inthe King’s Bench Divisicn to Recover.—An order in the Chan- 
cery Division for payment by the defendant of the costs of a motion 
creates (when the costs have been taxed) a debt which may be re- 
covered by an action in the King’s Bench Division.—SELDOoN v. WILDE 
(Darling, J., April 12) (1910, 2 K. B.9). 

Costs—Licensing Act, 1904—Compensation—Appeal—Costs 
against Commissioners.— Under 2 of the Licensing Act, 
1904, a judge of the High Court has a discretion to order costs 
against the Inland Revenue Commiss on a successful appeal 
from their decision as to compensation for an extinguished licence, 
but it is a judicial discretion, and only to be exercised against the 
commissioners if they have behaved unreasonably.—Re Harpys 
Crown Brewery (LiM.) AND Nt. PHitip’s TAVERN, MANCHESTER 
(C.A., April 15) (54 Soricrrors’ JOURNAL, 457 ; 1910, 2 K. B. 257). 


Costs- ‘Appeal—Order for Security—In forma pauperis.— When 
an order for giving s¢ 
ing proceedings until security given, has 
appellant on the ground of his poverty, 
the ap ypellant from ‘obi aining ex parte, before the time for giving 
security has e xp ired, leave to appeal ¢7n formd pa Then, if 
the order for security has not been passed and e ntered, the Court of | 
Appeal may vary it by making no order on the mot ion for 
and in any case the court has discretion to decl 
stances that the order for security Ras ceas ed to be 
Witte v. St. Joun (C.A, Feb. 4, April 22) (54 
JOURNAL, 457 ; 1910, 1 Ch. 701). 

Discovery and Interrogatories—Bankruptcy,—Rule 72 of the 
en y Itules, 1886, authorizes the use of discovery and interro- 
gatories in bankruptcy proceedings, and continues : Seg 
under this, rule shall be regulated as nearly as may be by the 
of the Supreme Court for the time being in force in relation to dis- 
covery and inspectior Whether count of this direction (for 
in the High Court no discovery or interrogatories are allowed where 
the real issue is of a penal nature), or because of 
affidavit to be filed in support of the petition, 
cannot obtain an order for discovery or interrogatories to prove the 
allegations in the peti before the hearing of the petition —Re A 
Destor (No. 7 or 1910) (C.A., April 22) (54 Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL, 
459 ; 1910, 2 K. B. 59), 


Costs—Claim and Counterclaim 
the plaintiffs claim and the defendant’s 
been dismissed with costs, and the judge has directed a set-off of 
costs, the proper direction to the taxing-master in the 
tax the defendant's costs of the action, and the plaintiff’s costs of the 
counterclaim, and order payment of the balance. The proper 
direction is not to tax the defendant’s costs of the action, so far as 
he has not increased them by his counterclaim, and the plaintiffs 
costs of the action so far only as the defendant has so increased 
them, and order payment of the | JAMES v. JACKSON 
(Warrington, J., April 28) (1910, 2 Ch, 92 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


House of Lords. 
WHITEMAN AND ANOTHER +. SADLER 


23rd July 


27th and 28th June ; 


MONEY-LENDER—BILL or SaLE—CARRYING ON Bustness IN DIFFERENT 
Names at Two Appresses—‘‘ REGISTERED UNDER HIS OWN NAME, OR 
HIS USUAL TRADE Nami MoneEY-LENDERS Act, 1900 (63 & 64 Vici 
c. SL), a. 2 (x), (a),. (), ( 

The question was whethe a bill of sale ¢ e] ted by a ney lender 


who was registered, but impr yperly registered, was 1 vid The plaintiff 
alle ged that it was, and claimed the had paid in 


satisfaction of the bill Bray, J., defendants. 


return of money he 


entered qudqment for the 


Held that the ¢ rpression ** usual trade name’’ in section 2, sub 
section 1 (a) of the Money-lenderae Act, 1900 ieans the name under 
which the money-lender has carried on bu ess hefore the date of 


T¢ gistration, 

Held, also, that a money-le 
address under hi : 
partner of a firm registered under a 


Held, further, sy thi 


nder cannot legally cc y on business at one 
d at another address as 
different name 


own or usual trade name, ¢ 
penalty imposed by the Act, maki ng any 
t registered as a money-lender void, did 
lender was in fact registered. alth ugh he had 


money transaction by a person no 
not apply if the money 
got on the register improperly 


curity for the costs of an appeal, and for stay- | 


Rules ! 


| 
| 
| 


sec urity; >| 
ire in th ese ere um- | sale was invalid, 


operative.— | : 
>| ing that the sreupon the de lonieate should enter up satisfaction, and the 
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the form of the | 


| 


Tninute sis to | 








Therefore, reversing on this last ground alone the decision of th 
Court of Appeal (54 Soricrrors’ Journax, 375; 1€10, 1 A. 2B. 868), ¢/ 
appeal of the money-lenders was allowed, and the judgment of Bray, J. 
restored. 

Appeal by the defendants, who were money-lenders, which raised t! 
question of what meaning was to be given to the words ‘* own or usual 
*’ in section 2, sub-section 1 (a) of the Money-lenders : 





trade name ; 
1900, and whether on the facts proved or admitted, the defendants 
being registered de facto, the plaintiff could rightly claim that th 


security for the loan was rendered void by the provisions of the Act 
Bray, J., had entered judgment in favour of the 
Court of Appeal reversed his decision, holding that as the Money 
lenders Act, 1900, prohibited a man from registering 
lender, ‘‘ except in his own name, or in his usual trade name,”’ a money 
lender could not carry on business at one address under his own name 
or usual trade name, and at another address as a partner of a firm 


registered under a different name. I held that the 


defendants The 


himself as a money 


Accordingly, they 
transaction in question was void, and entered judgment for the plainti 

The money-lenders appealed. The facts were stated in Lord Ma 

| naghten’s judgment substantially as follows :—The action was con 
menced against Arthur George Whiteman and Walter Elphick White 
man, trading in partnership as money-lenders under the registered name 
of ‘‘ Cobb & Co.,”’ by the plaintiff, Mr. Sadler, a person who had 
obtained from them a loan repayable with interest by ins 
secured by a registered bill of sale. Default was made in payment 


talments, and 


there is nothing to hinder | one of the prescribed instalments, and the money-lenders seized t) 


goods comprised in the security. The plaintiff thereupon issued a writ 
claiming damages for trespass and wrongful seizure and an injunction 
An order was made giving the debtor liberty to pay within a week 
(under protest and without prejudice to his contention that the bill of 
and that he was entitled to damages) the amount 
claimed by the defendants for principal, interest, ~_e cosis, and orde 


action should proceed as to damages only. In the meantime an inj 
tion originally granted ex parte was continued. Under the ordei 
defendants were paid £187 13s., and satisfaction was entered 
registered copy of the bill of sale. Pleadings were then delivered. | 
his statement of claim as amended the plaintiff said that the defendants 
were not entitled to rely on their alleged security, because the transact 
which resulted in the bill of sale took place elsewhere than at the 
egistered address of the defendants, and alternatively because the 
bill of sale was void by reason of the provisions of the Money-lenders 

t, 1900, and a claim was made for the return of the £187 13s. paid. 

Tue Hovse took time for consideration. 

Lord Loresurn, C., merely concurred in the 
clusions arrived at by Lords Macnaghten and Dunedin. 

Lord MACNAGHTEN, in his judgment, said three questions were argue 


reasonings and ¢ 


at the bar. Bray, J., dealt with the first two of them, but in } 
view of the case the third question did not call for decision. It 
admitted that the name Cobb & Co. in which the defendants 
egistered Was assumed for the purpose of re gistrati n. It 


traded before It 
Whiteman was 


question turned 


defendants had never 
defendant Arthur George 
& Co. The first 
that a money-lender ‘shall register 
trade name, and in other n 

usual trade name ’’ was capable of 


designation under which the 
was also admitted that the 
already on the register as Cox 
section 1 (2) (a), which enacted 
himself in his own or usual 
Bray, J., held that the expression ‘ 
being construed as the trade name under which the money-lender pt 
posed to carry on business. The Court of Appeal held that a name 
assumed for the first time for the purpose of registration could not be so 
described. He agreed with the Court of Appeal. It was argued tl 
if the natural or primary meaning of the expression were adopted 
would lead to many difficulties. It would be impossible, for insta1 
to buy the goodwill of a money-lender’s business and carry on 


1 1 
+ t ] 
the old t it 


under the old name. It was not the practice, it was said, to indi 
names of individual partners in the title or style of the firm. “ it pub 
licity was the very object of the Act,and its chief weapon, and after all 
the prohibiting the use of any ‘‘ description ’’ in connection with t! 


registered name could not be specially inconvenient in the case of 


money-lenders, for they mostly hunted in couples and not in } 
The second question depended on the prohibition in section 2, s 
section 2, which imposed a penalty on a money-lender carrying 


business ‘‘ otherwise than in his registered name, or in more than ol 
name.’’ With the utmost respect for Bray, J.’s, opinion, his lordsh) 
thought that the Court of Appeal was right in holding that a m h 
under different names carried on one business as an individual, and 


another as a member of a partnership firm, did carry on more tha 
His lordship then dealt with what was the consequence 


business. 
holding that the registration on which the defendants relied 
accordance with the requirements of the Act. He referred 
dissenting view on this point expressed by Farwell, L.J. His lordshi] 


then said : But on the whole I am of opinion that the bill of sal 


in the registered name of the money-lender is not void, althoug! 

name was, I think, improperly registered. It would be a strong thing 
to hold that a person whose name has been placed on the register by the 
officers of a public department in conformity with regulations purporting 


to be issued under the authority of Parliament becomes lial 


and imprisonment and the absolute loss of all his contra 
trading without registration, but for trading in a registered 
registered, I admit, wrongly, but registered by the rized ¢ 
ponents of the requirements of the Act and the statutory todial 
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le to 
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of the register. If, in violation of the plain words of the Act, a money 
Jender trades without being registered at all, or, being registered, trades 
in another name, he is very properly left to the mercy of anyone who 
chooses to attack him, and his contracts are rightly avoided. But if he 
is registered by the commissioners, and registered improperly, the fault 
does not lie with him alone. I venture to hope that the Commissioners 
of Inland Revenue will issue regulations which may be a guide to 
persons proposing to register, and not an occasion for stumbling. In 
this way the Act, it may be hoped, will regain power, and at the same 
time command respect. As administered by the Board of Inland 
Revenue, it loses half its virtue. I think the action should be dis 
missed, with costs. 

Lords ASHBOURNE, Duneptn, and MERsEy gave judgments to the lik2 
effect. 

Lord JaMes Or HerREFORD withdrew his dissenting judgment. Appeal 
allowed, and judgment of Bray, J., restored, with costs.—CounskEL, for 
the defendants, Shearman, K.C., and Schwabe; for the plaintiff, 
Spencer Bower, K.C., and C. A. McCurdy. Soticrrors, Windybank, 
Samuell, d& Lawrence ; Durham, Carter, & Durham. 

[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Barriiter-at-Law.] 


Court a Appeal. 


GORDON ». CHIEF COMMISSIONER OF METROPOLITAN POLICE. 
No. 1. 3rd June; 23rd July. 

GamMING—StREET BetriInG—SeIzuRE By Ponice oF PROCEEDS OF BETS 
Action TO Recover Money—Ricutr or OWNER TO MAINTAIN ACTION. 

The plaintiff, a bo I:maker, placed £107 6s. 8d., the proceeds of 
street betting, in a house occupied by a person who assisted him in 
his transactions. The house was raided by the police under a warrant 
granted under section ll of the Betting Act, 1853, and the £107 6s. 8d. 
and a number of betting slips were seized and detained by the police 
for the purposes of certain proceedings taken against the plaintiff and 
others. In those proceedings the plaintiff was acquitted. T'he polic 
having refused to hand him back the money, the plaintiff brought an 
action claiming the return of his property. 

Held, that the action was maintainable. 

Decision of Warrington, J. (sitting as an additional judge of the 


King’s Bench Division) (54 Soricrrors’ JourNnat 288) reversed. 


The plaintiff, Arthur Gordon, a bookmaker, was in November, 1908, 
according to his own story, conducting street-betting operations in the 
neighbourhood of a house in Grove-street, Deptford, which was in the 
occupation of one Arthur Jones. The plaintiff’s account was that he 
and Arthur Jones, with the plaintiff's brother, Charles Gordon, and 
David Turner, were together engaged in street betting; that Jones 
and Charles Gordon were the plaintiff’s paid servants; that David 
Turner was a scout, and that the house at Grove-street, Deptford, was 
used not as a betting-house, but merely as a house of refuge in case 
the police came along the street. Consequently the gist of the plain- 


tiff’s case was that his betting was confined to the street betting. He 
said that on the 28th of November, 1908, he had received either him 
self or through his two servants the sums of money which the police 


found in a room in the house, amounting to £107 6s. 8d. On that day 
the police raided the premises under the authority of a warrant issued 
under section 11 of the Betting Houses Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vict. c. 
119). That section authorized any police officer to enter a house where 
it was supposed that betting was being carried on and to arrest all 
persons found thereon and to seize all documents relating to racing o1 
betting found on the premises material to the charge. The _ police 
seized not only betting slips and so forth relating to betting found by 
them at the house, but also the money, the subject of this action. 
Proceedings were afterwards taken against the plaintiff and his con- 
fréres, when the plaintiff was acquitted and the others were convicted. 
The plaintiff thereupon asked that the police would hand him over 
the money they found on the premises. They declined to do so. The 
action was then brought for the recovery of the money and for 
damages for its detention. The action came on before Warrington, J. 

itting as an additional judge of the King’s Bench Division), and he 
held that the action was not maintainable because it was one that 
arose out of an illegal transaction, namely betting, and the court would 
not assist anybody to recover money sd obtained. From that decision 
the plaintiff appealed. 

Tue Court reserved judgment. 

VauGHAN Witttams, L.J., said that the statement of claim was as 
follows : “‘(1) The defendant on or about the 28th day of November, 
1908, wrongfully seized and took possession of certain money, the 
property of the plaintiff, amounting to the sum of £107 6s. 8d., and 
has since the said 28th day of November, 1908, wrongfully detained 
the said sum of £107 6s. 8d., the property of the plaintiff, whereby 
the plaintiff has lost the use and possession of the said sum of 
£107 6s. 8d., and has suffered damage. (2) Alternatively, the plaintiff 
says that the defendant received the said sum of £107 6s. 8d. to the 
use of the plaintiff. Particulars—28 November, 1908. The defendant 
took possession of the said sum of £107 6s. 8d., and has since retained 
possession of the same, wherefore the plaintiff says the said sum of 
£107 6s. 8d. was received by the defendant to his use. The plaintiff 
claims : (1) Return of the said sum of £107 6s. 8d. and damages for 
its detention; (2) alternatively, the sum of £107 6s. 8d. as money had 
and received.’’ That was in form an action to rtover money had 





and received to the use of the plaintiff. Warrington, J., had dismissed 
the action because the plaintiff, in order to establish his title to the 
money, had to rely upon it being the process of a criminal act. It 
had been suggested at the trial that not only could the plaintiff not 
recover on this ground, but that under section 48 of the Metropolis 
Police Act, 1839, the money became forfeited. Warrington, J., did 
not go as far as that, because that was a penal section, and therefore 
had to be strictly construed, and here the seizure was not strictly in 
accordance with the provisions of that section. The court in the 
present case had not satisfied itself as to how the money came into 
the plaintiff’s possession. But he had been exonerated from the charge 
of using these premises for betting, and his lordship did not think 
that the evidence was such that the old maxim, ex furpi causd non 
oritur actio, applied. It was clear law that the principle that the 
court would not assist a plaintiff to recover money which had_ been 
obtained in an illegal transaction applied to actions for the recovery 
of property as well as actions on contract tainted with illegality, and 
further would be applied to cases where the defendant was not a party 
to the original illegality. But an action to recover property would not 
be defeated by the application of the principle embodied in the maxim 
unless it was an action to recover on one specific thing, such as could 
be recovered in an action of trover or detinue. The thing the 
subject of the action must have been directly acquired through the 
medium of a transaction which was fraudulent or illegal. It was not 
sufficient to induce the court to refuse its assistance to a plaintiff that 
he had acquired the property under a contract which was void at law. 
Here the plaintiff had acquired a perfectly good title to the money. 
The judgment appealed from could not stand. There must be judg 
ment for the plaintiff for the return of the money. 

FietcHer Movutton, L.J., in agreeing that the appeal should be 
allowed, said that the defence relied upon before them would be 
equally good on behalf of any person who, going into a room and 
seeing money, had pocketed it and defied the plaintiff to recover it 
from him. The Chief Commissioner of Police did not pretend that 
he had any right to retain the money. All he said was—You have lost 
possession of it, and you cannot maintain an action at law to get it 
back, because it is money the proceeds of betting. But the plaintiff 
became possessed of it under circumstances which did not prevent the 
title in it passing to him. It was not stolen property. He was simply 
in the position of a person suing for his own money, which had been 
taken away and was being detained by a person who admitted he had 
no title to it, and could not, therefore, retain it against the lawful 
owner. 

Buckiey, L.J., said that so far as he could properly do so, he 
expressed his regret that he was unable to affirm the decision of Wan 
rington, J. It might well be a wholesome state of the law that money 
obtained in betting transactions might, in such circumstances as_ the 
present, be seized and confiscated by the police. But since the passing 
of the Betting Act of 1853 this was not so, for section 12 of that Act 
did not repeat the provisions of section 48 of the Metropolitan Police 
Act, 1839, which, in certain circumstances, empowered the police to 
seize, not only betting slips, but money and securities found on the 
premises. He agreed that the plaintiff was entitled to judgment. The 
court then entered judgment for the plaintiff for the return cf the 
£107 6s. &d., with costs, there and below.—Counser, T'urrel/ and A. RP. 
Ste phe ns, for the plaintiff ; J. Eldon Bankes, K.C., and G 1. Scott, 
for the defendant. Soricirors, Good, Good, d Co.; Wontner & Sons. 


[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 
’ 


NISBET ». RAYNE & BURN. No. 2. 2lst July. 


MASTER AND SERVANT—WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION—MURDER OF SER 
VANT—ACCIDENT ARISING OvuT OF AND IN THE Course OF EMPLOY 


MENT—WoRKMEN’S CoMPENSATION Act, 1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 58), s. 1. 


The murder of a servant who, by reason of his employment is pecu 
liarly exposed to such a risk, is an accident arising out of and in the 
course of his employment, within the meaning of the Workmen's Com 
pensation Act, 1906. 

Appeal from award of the judge of the Newcastle-upon-Tyne County 
Court, as arbitrator under the Workmen’s Compensation Act. The 
applicant was the widow of John Innes Nisbet, and claimed compensa 
tion from Messrs. Rayne & Burn, trading as the Stobswood Coal Co., 
for the death of her husband. The admitted statement of facts 
shewed that Nisbet was a workman to whom the Act applied; that he 
was in the employment of the respondents at the time of death 
and was in receipt of £2 15s. a week; that his death took place on the 
18th of March, 1910, whilst in the execution of his duty when he was 
carrying money to Stobswood Colliery on behalf of the respondents in 
a railway carriage on the North-Eastern Railway; and that his death 
was caused by pistol or revolver shots fired by some one other than 
Nisbet himself. The county court judge held that the risk undertaken 
by Nisbet in carrying a large sum of money was a risk incidental to 
his employment, and likely to have been in the contemplation of the 
parties when Nisbet was engaged, and he accordingly made an award 
in favour of the applicant for £300. The respondents appealed. 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Farwett and Kennepy, 
L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—This appeal raises a very curious question 
under the Workmen’s Compensation Act. Nisbet was a cashier em- 
ployed by the appellants, and in the course of his duty was in the 
habit of conveying large sums of money from Newcastle to a colliery 
owned by the appellants for the payment of the wages of the colliers. 
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recent case of lide } v. De t Court ¢ A ppe il in 





Ireland is a direct decision on the t \ mekeeper was attacked 
by yea poa he | ounded 1 < t held that 
the game} Keepel titled » th t \ t thst li 
that "tes act of the ] é A m 1 dor t lful inten 
tion. It ce Ea I er, to col ( her the ent arose not 
only ‘‘in the course of ’’ the employme t rly did—but ‘‘ out 
of”? the employment This really dey ls upon tl nature of the 
man’s duties and the extent to which t luties im ed him in 
special risk. In the e of the game er above referred to it 1 
held—and I think rightly—that hi m necessarily 
attended with spe I ult 1 } The nly question 
which caused doubt in my mind i discharge of his 
duties, Nisbet wv exposed to special U} the le I thin) 
he was. A man ho ] vn to be \ b of n i 
tempting obj t for minals to attacl In old d , when hw: 
robberies were mo} I 1 t. thi vould S 3 bee bted The 
case of Andrew By th In f et 190: ’ kK. B. 32) iz 
an important authorit 1 t \ n | truck by 
lightning and in many « mstar t | r ‘ ] him to 
compensation. If, however, the nature of |} employment expe him 
to more than the ord orma z= extra danger t vhich the 
man is exposed is son i ing out t em] lov t Thus a 
workman who } 1} o , p kiy _ | ffold 
ing was held to have met his death |} ler 1 out of, as 
well in the cour of, } employn Tr} yunt judge ha 
found that tne fac t t } bet irried tl I ey in the | the 
reason why the robl 1 tl m ] ‘ mmit | ind that 
this was a risk ir lental t] empl nan ft money 
about, and that it has 1} from tl t time In my opinion 
the county court jud justified i1 t findir ] think the 
appeal fails. and must be dist ed. 

FARWELL and 1} Eddy @ len the same 
effect. —Counse.L, ¢ {. / iW. KAA 1 ¢ ir J ) ] + 
K.C., and J. FR. Rar Iph SoLicirro!r ] Jol a  fo7 
('oope) d Good ae N Oa f {- ¢ dD VW 
Dodd, Newcastle-upor . 

[Reported a +, B r-at-l 


High Court— 


Re THE COMPANIES (CONSOLIDATION) ACT, 
VAGLIANO ANTHRACITE COLLIERIES 


Chancery Division. 
1908, AND Re THE 
(LIM Joyce, J. 


VCE 


15th July. 

Company—RECTIFICATI( or Reatst Pra R OF SHARI FIR} 
NamMe—‘ Person ’’—CompPanlit CONSOLIDATIO Ac 1908 (8 Ep 
7, c. 69), s. 32 
Two or more pe n transferees of sh na limit ( pany by 

a transfer to them in the partnersh p name, are not entitled to claim 

to be entered on the reqiste f the cor par i their parti i p name 
This was a moti that regist ‘ I ( t Vagliano 

Anthracite Collieric Limited hould be d | ‘ ri the 

names of the appl nt | Bl 1 W B) Girling 

thereon as partners in res} of 250 sh f pany The 
applicants were solicitors in partn ship ur the name ot Blair & 

W. B. Girling.”’ By nsfer made in the ordinary form sanctioned 

by the company’s article ot oclation, and ited the 26th of Feb 

ruary, 1910, Katherine Cool purporter { tr sfer to ‘* Messrs. 

Blair & W. B. Gir! the ) share ! iest d the transfer 

was executed by Blair & W. B. Girlir t fere The com 

pany declined to register a transfe 1! ] I m, nd aiter some 
correspondence the appl sued f mot At the 
hearing of the motion the relied on Lindley on Par ship (7th 

edition, at pp. 129, 130); Re Land Credit ¢ f Irela We / j 





case (18735, 21 W. R., at pp. 614, 615; L. R Ch., at py 
Re G y wry Paner Mills, ¢ 2 f W. R. 164; 1 
4/3); and the Interpret tion Act, 1889, s. 19 

Joyce, J.—In my opi th pplication f \ partnership firm 
is neither a natural pe I ra k entit) I do not think it is 
‘*person ’’ within section 32-of the Compar Consolidation) Act, 
1908. I may refer to Palmer’s Compa L 6th edition, at p. 1), 
and to the observations of | yell, L.J.. Sadler wv W Aite an (54 
SoLicrrors’ JOURNAL 37 1910.1 K. B 1); but | d | 





o 
30, 





1910. 


inclined to rest my decision on the in shone ground that in E: 


a firm 


lismissed 


SOLICITORS, 


BANKER 


is 


not 
with 


Blair & W. 


WARREN 


CustTopy 


SACHUSETTS—"" 
It is 
property deposited by him with the bankers for 
bankers have been served with a writ in procee ding by u 


authorized by the law 


* trus 


does 


on 


whom 
alle ge d trustee 
ntrusted the 


who 
to answer the qudgqment (to the extent of the property 
hould he thereafter be adjudged a trustee in th 


him) 
pote ntial liability does 
holding the 


th 


fund out of which to indemnify himself, 
perse 
This 


the 


not ope rate 20 as 


the 


( 


AND CuSTOMER—DETENTION oF SeEcuRITIES De! 
ACTING 


a ‘*‘ person ”’ at all. 
Ppa Ma ey J. . Manning; 
B. Girling; Ashurst, 
{Reported by H. F, CHETTILE, 


v. BARING BROTHERS & CO. (LIM.). 


22nd July. 


3arrister-at-Law 





A JUS TEI 





UNDER PRESSURE 
TRUSTEE-PROCESS.”’ 


OF 


no answer to a demand by a customer of a bank 


tee 


pre yperty from 
ugh by parting with it to the latter he will deprive 


process.”’ 


Saye ( 


of the State Massachusett 


T'ruste¢ ~process 


of 


only as a 
recovered age 


be 


served. It operates 
should judgme nt be 
J he 


tim, 


writ 18 
that, : 
property to } 


can made 


* tru 


tify the 
pe reson 


party 
entrus 


not 7uUs 


the 


who ted 


left, 


and be 


ymnal right to be indemnified. 


howe 
about 
about 


action 


left 


£2,000 


$3,000 


action 
of the plaintiff entrusted for safe custody to the defendants 
plaintiff's bankers), 
the 


was originally brought to compel delive 


Warrir 


The application fails, and m st be 
H. E. Wright 
Morris, Cri 


and i) 


is not a proceeding in 1 


to attach any property in the hands of 


warning t t/ 


a 10n 


nat the 


/ 
CW 


ry o! 


and detained by them. Since 

property, which consisted of bonds and a 
in cash, had been handed over, with the 
retained by the defendants to meet thi 
Consequently the incidence of these costs { 


in dispute. 
tion of their conduct in retaining 
delivery up had been demanded. 


The defendants set up the following fa 


the 


On the Ist of 


seg of the L-- 
July, 1 s 
Clara We 


i 
OG 


been brought in the State of Massachusetts by one 

gainst the present plaintiff, and a writ had been served in that s 
on the Boston agents of Messrs. Baring Brothers. Mess Bar 
srothers alleged that the effect of the service of this t upon t 
ugents was to attach all the property of the present plaintiff 
defendant to the suit in which the writ in question had been se1 
in the hands of Messrs. Baring Brothers, who were obliged t 

all such property until the conclusion of the proceedi: ] 
writ was issued. In these circumstances they contended tl 
were justified in retaining the property of the plaintiff 


WARRINGTON, J., 


after reviewing the facts, 


¢ 


the question really turned upon the nature and effect o 


peculiar proceedings by way of ¢ 
ichusetts. 
general 
the 


Mass 


and 


t} 


domicil in 


1eir 


al uth IZ ed 


xecution 
Those proceedi! rs 
nature was this, that if a 
Massachusetts had property in hi 








person 
State of 


ing to the defendant in an action in the courts of that 
proper proceedings that person might be rendered liable 
plaintiff in the action the amount of the judgment (if 
ivainst the defendant, not exceeding the amount of th 


or cre dits 
rothers, 


B 


therefore no 


but 


the 


the 
therefore 


effect of 
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held 
had 


question 
necessary 
the service on the present defendants of t 


defendant 
American a 


behalf of such 
appealed in the 


by him on 
successfully 


were all ed url 


in his judgn 


} : | 
{ 
I I 
} 
} 
} 
State, then | 
, 
} 
, 
, bt 
m € I 
Mess I 
ct i 


rl 


handed over her property to the plaintiff 
of the costs of this action remained, 
to determine what according to Ame 








American action. Did that service have the effect of t 
property in question, and were the present defend 
obliged to hold that property until the determination o 
which the writ was issued? The property in question \ 

the jurisdiction of the Court of Massachusetts. Tl 
American law who had given evidence expressed his 0] 
process of the court did extend to the property of the de 
the American action held by the alleged trustee, where 

be: but he sy cite no decision of any court in M 

that effect. Nor did the provisions of the Massachusett 
which he referred expressly cover the point, but the « 
that it was his opinion, and the opinion of other person ‘ 
pI ing in the courts of Massachusetts, that the stat 
the effect of extending to goods in the possession of the 

ever those goods might be situate. That was not a y 
state of affairs, and if it were necessary to determine tha 
his lor¢ Iship would probably require some further evid 
subject. But it was not necessary, and it could be n 
| sent purposes that whatever the effect of the process 

the goods were not within the jurisdiction would be imn 
lordship thought it quite plain on the evidence of the ex] 
found as a fact, that the process, to the extent to whicl 

in the present case, did not have the effect of attachir 

It created no lien, charge, or incumbrance whatever on 

the hands of the trustee. The writ was served. The 1 

to determine the question whether the person on whom 

was a trustee. and what goods of the defendant in tl 
alleged trustee had in his possession, If it was detern t 














Ju 


— 
person 
succeec 
if the 

against 
person 
amoun 
perty 

trustee 
service 
that 
be pr 
amoun 
the de 
to ind 
agains 


be - 
be Or 
a rial 
perse 


bound 
action 
they « 
of wl 
to est 
she a 
Rs 
K.C., 
V ease 


CONT 


p 
not 1 
dealt 

Th 
comn 
had | 
were 
defe1 
mer¢ 
accot 
tions 
sevel 
n Y 
start 
time 
only 
upor 


inst} 


soli¢ 
Tron 
any 
pers 
wh 
rest 
tern 























r ~ ~ . > . 
July 30, 1910. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. [Vol. 54.] 721 
tion was a trustee, this resulted—that on the plaintiff 
person in ques é ’ 
succeeding in his action, and obtaining judgment against the defendant, ankru tcy ases. 
if the latter did not satisfy that judgment the plaintiff might proceed Re MAGNUS, Fx parte SALAMAN, Phillimore, J. Sth July 
against the alleged trustee by scire facias, and obtain against him a j ‘ i ; ‘ pie. 
personal judgment for payment of an amount determined by the BANKRUPTCY—MARRIAGE SETTLEMENT—COVENANT TO SETTLE AFTER 
amount recovered in the action and the amount of the _ pro- ACQUIRED FurnitureE—UsE OF AFTER-ACQUIRED iy URNITURE IN 
perty of the defendant to that action in the hands of the M ATRIMONIAL ResIDENCE— ACTUAL PRANSFER TO al RUSTEES OF 
trustee. There was no proceeding in rem. The effect- of the SeTTLEMENT—BaNkRUPTCY Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 47, suB- 
service of the writ was that it was a warning to the allegad trustee SECTION 2. 
that if it was the reafter determined that he was a trustee, he might When a man covenants in his marriage settlement to settle any furni- 
be proceeded against personally by scire facias, and made to pay the ! ture which he may purchase within the lifetime of his wife upon the 
amount in question, Of course, if he had parted with the property of | trusts of the settlement, and after marriage buys furniture which he 
he defendant in the meantime he would have no fund out of which | uses in the matrimonial residence, such user is equivalent to an actual 
io indemnify himself. The right (if any) of the present defendants | transfer to the trustees within the meaning of section 47, sub-section 2, 
against the pee plaintiff in the present action was only a right to | of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883,’ and the trustee in bankruptcy has no 
be a against any personal liability to which they might | right to claim the furniture. 
become subj < Me » of the proceedings in America, it was ne his marriage settlement in 1899 the debtor settled the furniture 
hight to hold the property as if it was property over which third | . : - . , , . 
, coe : . : : | in his then residence at Highbury upon trustees for the benefit of his 
had established claims, of which the present defendants were | —-, , . ny vs . 
: 1 ; : . a ee ' wife, himself, and the children of the marriage, and covenanted to 
1 to take notice. The claim made by the plaintiff in the present | , eee ' : 
: : settle upon the same trusts all furniture or effects which he should 
1 was a legal claim to which the 





defendants had no answer, unle:s 
they could say that some person had established a right to these goods, 
of which they were bound to take notice. The defendants had failed 
to establish this, and the plaintiff was entitled to the order for which 


she asked, and the defendants must pay the costs.—CounsEL, Hrnest 
G. Palmer (with Upjohn, K.C.), for the plaintiff; Hume-Williams, 
K.C., and Ashton Cross, for the defendants. Soticrrors, Arthur 
Veasey & ¢ > Norton, Rose Barrington, & C 
[Reported by Percy T. Carnen, Barrister-at-Law.] 
MORRIS & CO. RYLE. Swinfen Eady, J. 22nd July. 
ConTRACT—RESTRAINT OF TRADE—COVENANT NOT TO HAVE ANY DEALINGS 


WITH SPECIFIED PERSONS FOR A FIXED PERIOD. 


{ covenant by a traveller not ticit or have de alings with s specified 


persons who are customers the en ployer fora period of five years 1s 
not void as being in re seated of trade, although not limited to goods 
dealt in by the employ 

This was a motion for an injunction restraining the defendant from 
committing a breach of a covenant entered into by him. ‘lhe defendant 
had been employed by the plaintiffs under preceding agreements, which 


were superseded by the agreement in ich By this agreement the 


defendant was to act as traveller to the plaintiffs, who were hoy 
merchants. to solicit orders, make sales, and collect moneys on thei¢ 
account to and from the persons mentioned in a certain book of instruc 








tions which was produced on the motion, and contained the names of 
seventy-eight customers in various towns, all of which were situate 

n Yorkshire or Lancashir In addition to the customers with which he 
started, certain others might be added, and some were added. At one 
time he had 114 customers, but at the time of his dismissal he had 
only 100. The defendant s prohibited by the agreement from calling 
upon anyone other than the persons named in the book without written 
instructions. By the clause in respect of which the injunction was 
sought, the defendant \ prohibited from directly or indirectly selliag 
or offering for sale, or bei interested or concerned in the sale, or 
soliciting orders for, any goods or marketable commodity whatsoever 
from, or callin upon, or having or being interested or concerned in 
iny business dealings or transactions with, any brewers, customers, or 
persons from whom he n ht have obtained or solicited orders, or upon 
whom he might have called, whilst in the employ of the plaintiffs. This 
estriction was to be binding on the defendant for five years from the 
termination of his set which was determinable by one month’s 
otic On the 23rd Ap il of this year the defendant was given a 

ith’s notice by his employer. On the 29th of June the plaintiffs’ 

olicitors wrote to tl j of the defendant stating that the 
defendant was offering ma sale in the district covered by his 
igreement, and had called upon and solicited orders for malt from 

istomers upon whom he had called for the sale of hops when in the 
ervice of the plaintiffs, and that he intended to continue that course. 
[Thereupon the writ in the action was issued, and motion made for an 

junction. 

SWINFEN Eapy, J., in the course of his judgment, said that it was 
irged on behalf of the defendant that this clause was wholly void 
because it was not necessary for the reasonable protection of the plain 
tiffs. It would be observed that the clause was limited in time, and 
iat the defendant was only restricted as regarded persons whom he 

sited for the plaintiff, whose number and identity was carefully 
determined by reference to the book. He was not precluded from 

tting up any business of his own even next door to the plaintiffs, er 
liciting customers for hops all over England, with the exception of 
mers his introduction to whom he owed to his employers. In his 

I isk ip’s opinion, assuming that on the true construction of the agree 
ment the defendant was restricted from selling any goods or com 

dities whatever, ut ly to this very limited class, still it was 

cessary for the protection of the plaintiffs to prevent their traveller 
from calling on their customers, for if he once called upon them in 
lt or other commodities the result might be, and probably would be, 





that some of the plaintiffs’ trade would be diverted. His lordship 
therefore granted the injunction.—CounsrEL, Frank Russell, K.C., and 
} Luxmoore. for the plaintiffs: 7. J. C. Tomlin, for the defendant. 
Soricrrors, Routh, Stacey, & Castle; Pritchard, Englefield, & Co. 


[Reported P y T. Carnes, Barrister-at-Law.] 











afterwards purchase or acquire during the lifetime of his wife. Between 
the dates of his marriage and his bankruptcy the debtor moved to 
several different houses and bought a large quantity of furnit which 
was brought to, and used in, the houses where he and his wife lived, 
but he never formally conveyed or transferred it in any way to the 
trustees of his marriage settlement. Shortly before his bankruptcy he 
removed the furniture from his then residence at Esher and stored 
it with two different warehousemen. On the 15th of December, 1909, a 
receiving order was made against him, and he was adjudicated bank- 


ure 


rupt. The trustee in the bankruptcy claimed all the furniture pur 
chased by the debtor since his marriage, upon the ground that it had 
not been actually transferred to the trustees of the settlement, pursuant 
to the covenant, as required by section 47, sub-section.2, of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1883. The trustees of the settlement refused to admit the 
claim, and the trustee now applied to the court, as against the trustees 


and 


same. 


igainst 
Counsel 


for a declaration that he was entitled to the furniture, 
the warehousemen for an order for delivery up of the 


as 


for the trustee in bankruptcy contended that there had been no actual 
transfer of the furniture to the settlement trustees, and relied on /?¢ 
Reis, Ex parte Clough (1904, 2 K. B. 769). Counsel for the settlement 
trustees contended that the furniture having always been in use the 
matrimonial residences, the debtor’s possession thereof had been in 
accordance with the terms of the trust deed, which in law made the 
possession that of the trustees of the settlement : Barker v. Furlong 
(1891, 2 Ch. 172) and Ramsay v. Margrett (1894, 2 Q. B. 18). 
Primurmore, J., held that there es be no better way of transfei 
ring the furniture to the trustees of the marriage settlement than by 
using it at the matrimonial residence. It was not necessary to go 
throuch the form of taking the furniture first to the houses of the 
trustees and then sending it on to the house of the cestuis que trust. 
He considered that the case fell within the principles laid down in 
Barker v. Furlong and Ramsay v. Margrett, and dismissed the applica- 
tion with costs.—Counset, Hansell; G. W. Powers; R. V. Bonkes; P 


M. Francke. Soracrrors, Braham Barnett; H. Vaughan Whitehead ; 
IT. Boustred & Son; T. Stuart. 
[Reported by P. M. Francke, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
RAYMENT v. RAYMENT AND STUART (OTHERWISE STEWART) AND 
CHAPMAN. ». CHAPMAN AND BUISI: Evans, P. 22nd and 27th 
4th, 18th, and 21st July. 
Divorce—Mortions By Co-RESPONDENTS TO BE DISMISSED FROM Svlrts 


ScoTSMEN—JURISDICTION OVER ‘‘ FOREIGNERS’’ CONSIDERED 
APPLICA REFUSED. 


June; 


TIONS 


The jurisdiction of the court over a co-respondent, both as to 
damages and costs in a divorce suit properly instituted in this country 
does not depend on domicil, residence or allegiance. If a@ foreign co 


respondent is served in England or abroad, the court has jurisdiction 


over him. 

Motions by co-respondents to be dismissed from suits, on the ground 
that, being domiciled Scotsmen, they were foreigners, and therefore 
not subject to the jurisdiction of the court. The facts and arguments 
for the purpose of this report sufficiently appear in the learned Pre 
sident’s judgment. 

July 21st. EVANS, P., said: In each of these cases a motion is 
made on behalf of the co-respondent for an order to dismiss him from 
the suit on the ground that this court has no jurisdiction over him 
The suit in each case is brought by the petitioner (the husband) for 
a decree of dissolution of the marriage with the respondent (the wife) 
by reason of the adultery of the wife with the co-respondent. In the 
first case no damages are claimed againet the co-respondent. but the 
petitioner asks that the co-respondent should be ordered to pay the 
costs of the proceedings under section 34 of the Matrimonial Causes 
Act. 1857. In the second case damages are claimed against the co 
responde ont under section 33 of the same Act, and an order for costs 
is also asked against him under the 34th section. The material 
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facts in vit cases are similar: The peti itioners and aipuabiote were | added as a co-defender (24 & 25 Vict. c. 86, s. 7); and it has 
at the date of the commencement of the proceedings domiciled in | decided that the jurisdiction of the Scotch courts over the co-defender 








been 



























































































England. The co-respondents were served with the petition and cita- | does not depend upon his domicil, and that they may have jurisdiction 
tion in Scotland. The co-respondents entered appearance under pro- | over him though he be not domiciled, or even resident, in Scotland : 


Fraser v. Fraser and Hibbert (8 Mac ph. 400). By the English Divorce 
Act (20 & 21 Vict. c. 85) it is enacted that the adulterer shall be 
ingly he is not subject to the jurisdiction of this court. The conten- | made a co-respondent (section 28; vide also rule 4 of the Divorce Rules, 
tion on the part of each co-respondent is that this court has no juris- | 1865); and it is now settled that he must be added as a co respondent 
diction over a co-respondent unless he be a domiciled Englis shman. whatever his nationality may be, or wherever he may be resident, unle 
The contention on the part of each petitioner, on the other hand, i in special cases this court excuses the petitioner from adding him 
that the co-respondent is a British subject, that this is the test of the Carryer v. Carryer (13 W. R. 507, 4 Sw. & Tr. 94), Saunders y. 
jurisdiction of the court, and that the court has jurisdiction ove1 Saunders (1897, P. 89), and see Wray v. Wray and D’ Almeida (1901. 
every co-respondent who i British subject. If the contention of | P, 132). Service of the petition can be effected on the co respondent 
the co respondents is eound, a Scotsman (or an Irishman) can commit in any place, either within or W ithout His Majesty’ s dominio ns (section 


test. The co-respondent in each case claims to be dismissed from the 
suit on the ground that he is domiciled Scotsman, and that accord- 

















adultery with an English married woman (i.e., a married woman of 42), without any leave from the court, as is required for the servi 
English domicil) without incurring any liability for damages or costs | of writs out of the jurisdiction in the King’s Bench and Chancery 
as a co-respondent in a suit for divorce in England. It is obvious, | Divisions. Any husband may claim damages against ‘‘ any person” on 
therefore, that the question is one of considerable importance. It | the ground of his adulterv with his wife, either in a petition for 
was admitted at the bar that there was no distinction in principle | dissolution of the marriage, or in a petition limited to the claim fo 
between the two cases, although in the one only an order for costs damages only, the damages to be in all cases ascertained by the verdi 
was asked for, and in the other damages and costs were claimed. | of a jury (section 33); and the adulterer, if gee guilty as a co 
The Matrimonial Causes Act, 1857, only enables this court to decree | respondent, may, whether damages are claimed or not, be ordered | by 
the dissolution of a marriage in England, which means, as _herein- | the court to pay the costs (section 34). This teed was given to an 
after stated, that the court ca y dissolve marriages between injured spouse in place of = remedy by action for criminal conversa 
persons domiciled in England at time of the commencement of tion, which ce oo to may" i 1 England after the Act came into opera 
the proceedings ; and for the purposes of i Scotland and Ireland | tion (section 59). When the yo is made against a co-respondent, o1 
are as much foreign countries as Spait taly, and for the same | against the adulterer when not made a co-respondent, “ it port be 
purposes Scotsmen and Irishmen are regarded and dealt with as | heard and tried on the same principles, in the same manner, and subject 
* foreigners. " Co-respondents in d vorce proceedings who are | to the same or the like rules and regulations’? as actions f 
* Toreigners .€., Who are not domicuied In England, have been criminal conversation at common law (section 33). The action of 
dismissed from dissolution suits SB VORIOGs CaeUrs but it does not! ¢riminal conversation was, of course, an ordinary action for tort, and 
appear to me that the point of law now calling for decision “upon | if it had not been taken away by the Act the courts here would hav 
these two motions has ever been argued in any case in su h . =e | inherent jurisdiction over the defendant, altogether irrespective of his 
as to make the case a binding authority. Phe le: arned I resident | domicil, nationality or residence, if he was in England at the time of 
then referred in some detail to the reported aes Se eee. Ye Baker | the service of the writ, wherever the tort may have been committed 
and Dwyer (52 Soricrrors’ Journat, 413; 1908, P. 257), Gaynor v. Pecos’ ° Brag sth Serials : . : : ; 
: i ‘ae ha? | assuming it was an unjustifiable act in the country where the tor 
Gaynor and Degliantoni P. & M. 116), Grange v. Grange peek a gle Sihiad > tia call Fi ‘ 
and Arendt (1892. P. 24 i en aaa ds Memes ae mplained of was committed : per Lord Lyndhurst in Warrender \ 


256). Boger v. Boger and Hervé 


P. 300), FPuurfax v. Fairfax and 


Soiicitors’ JOURNAL, 379; 
(52 Soxricttors’ Journal 
De la Cruz (25 T. L. R 213 
Jan. 12, 1909), Walter v. V ae and / ymann 
Wilson v. Wilson and Howell (20 W. R 372, L 


Warrender (2 Cl. & Fin., at p. 562); and see Jackson v. Spillall 
(18 W. R. 1162, L. R. 5 C. P. 542), Phillips v. Eyre (L. R. 6 Q. B 
con v. I’ Ansan and Oldbury | (Times, | 1),,and Machado v. Fontes (45 W. R. 565; 1897, 2 Q. B. 231). If tl 

_L. R. 473). and defendant was a foreigner and abroad—i.e., not in England at 
R. 2 P. & D. 353) time ot the service of the writ—our courts would not have inherent 
f jurisdiction over him, but they could exercise assumed jurisdictior 







































and continued :] These are all the hat I can find in the reports. | J . ape ia ‘ E 

If anv of them were authorities upon me, I should not be | formerly, in accordance with the provisions of the Common Law Proce 
troubled to do anything but to follow them loyally. But as they dure Acts; and now, under the Judicature Acts, in cases whe 

do not appear so to be, I must deal with the question raised apart could properly be given to serve the writ out of England. ‘These case 
from direct authorit In all the above cases it was assumed that if | 4re now defined by ord. 11, r. 1 (a) to (g). A defendant in an acti 
the co-respondent was domiciled in a foreign country (Ireland being of tort may, with the leave of the court, be served out of the jurisdi 
treated just like Italy or Austria in this respect), either the co- | tion of the courts to which it applies. ; rhe High Court ‘rules 
respondent should be dismis ed. or leave sh uld be given to proceed do not apply in divorce cases in this division. The sectio of the 
with the suit without him. Counsel for the co-respondent in the | Matrimonial Causes Act, 1857, dealing with the service of the petition 
first case relied on the passage in the judgment of the judge has already been referred to (section 42). It allows service upon 
ordinary in Yelverton v. Yelverton (8 W. R. 134, 1 Sw. & Tr., at | Person at any place, whether within or without His Ma 

p. 586): ‘“‘ It is a court for England. not for the United Kingdom or dominions; and, as has been pointed out, under the English divon 
for Creat Britain nd for the purposs f this question of jurisdic law, the rule is that a co-respondent must be added as a party, and 
tion Ireland and Scotland are to be deemed forei ountries equally | must be served with the petition and citation. The question 
vith France or Sp > It will be observed that Yelverton v. Yelver- | remains whether in a _ divorce suit properly constituted and 
ton (supra) was a it between husband and wife only for restitution | within the jurisdiction of this court, so far as the petitioner 
of conjugal rights, d the point decided s that in order that the | and respondent are concerned, the co-respondent, when ) 
Enclish court. should have jurisdicti to entertain the suit, as | foreigner, can be properly brought within the jurisdicti jl 
hetween husband and wife, the parties must be domiciled in England. the same proceedings. It would be strange if, after the petitione 
In cases for restitution, the actual decision in Yelverton v. Yelverton | was necessarily put to great difficulty and « capenen in effecting service 
(supra) is not now good law, for resid e of parties within the juris upon co-respondents in distant parts of the globe (which the law s 
diction at the date when the suit is begu ithout domicil) is enough: | he must do), all that those co-respondents—if not domi | 
Thornton v. Thornton (34 W. R. 509, 11 P. D. 176), Firebrace v. | England—need do is to appear under protest, and instruct someon 
Firebrace (26 W. R. 617, 4 P. D. 63 d Le Mesurier v. I Vesurier | here to apply to have them dismissed from the suit, and to obtain a 
1895, A. C. 517, 4 Lord Watson at 526 But in any event the | order for their costs. I am aware that a citation in divorce proceed 
observations relied upon had refere [ think, to the marriages in | ings and a writ in an action are not the same thing, but I thinl 
respect of which the Matrimonial Causes A 1857, gave the English | so far as the co-respondent is concerned the citation correspond 

court jurisdict ion, and do not affect the point now to be decided. what would have been the writ in an action for criminal conver 
Whatever it is that determines the jurisdiction of this court, with | It is issued in the name of His Majesty the King, directed t 
regard to co-respondents, I am of opinion that the jurisdiction does | co-respondent, and, after reciting the petition for the dissoluti« 1 
not depend upon the domicil of the co-respondent. But I am also of | the marriage and the allegation of the co-respondent’s adultery 
opinion that the jurisdiction is not to be determined by the question | commands the co-respondent to appear in this court and to n 
whether the co-respondent is or is not a British subject. In | answer to the petition, and it states that in default of the co-respon 
order to give jurisdiction to his court to dissolve a marriage, | dent’s appearing and answering, this court will proceed to hi the 
it appears to be now settled that the husband and_ wife} charge in due course of law and to pronounce sentence therein, t 
must have an Er glish domicil t the time of the commence- withstanding the co-respondent’s absence. I see no reason why 
ment of the proceedings, Wilson v. I n (supra), Le Mesurier v. | service of the petition and citation upon him, if out of England, should 
Le Mesurier (supra); subject, semble, to an exemption where | not place him on a similar footing with regard to jurisdiction as a 
a wife has been deserted by her husband, or is justified by defendant properly served with a writ out of the jurisdiction und 
reason of his conduct n living apart from him, and _ both] order 11, in the King’s Bench or Chancery Division t t 
parties were at the time of the desertion or justification resident neo had has a wronged husband got in this country for the remed 
in England, and the wife has continued resident in England, | by action in England for criminal conversation which was taken a 
vide dicta of Sir Gorell Barnes in Armytage v. Armytage| from him by the Act of 18577 [His lordship then referred to 
(1898. P. 178 and 185), although I cannot find that the case] ord. 11, r. 1, and decisions for effecting service on process 
of Deck v. Deck (8 W. R. 666. 2 Sw. & Tr 90), which | abroad, and to section 42 of the Act, and continued :] The 
made allegiance the test of jurisdiction, has been expressly overruled, | clusions at which I have arrived, after considerable perplexity 

but it is not for me to discuss the authority of this case at the | difficulty, areas follows : The jurisdiction of the court over the co-res} 
present day. The jurisdiction over a co-respondent in such prov eedings, | dent both as to damages and costs ina suit properly instituted here does not 
however, raises a totally different question. In Scotland, in an action | depend on domicil, allegiance, or residence. If a foreign co-responds 





for divorce for adultery, an adulterer may (although he need not) be! is served in England this court has for that reason jurisdiction ove! 
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him. He can be served abroad, whatever hile nationality ; and if he 
is served abroad, the statute authorizing such service gives to this 
court jurisdiction over him. In proper cases this court may exercise 
discretionary power, and dismiss or dispense with a _ co-respondent 
domiciled abroad, but he is not entitled to demand as of right that he 
be dismissed from the suit. By these motions the cozrespondents, 
Scotsmen, make that demand. Until some higher court decides that 
this demand can be made as of right, I must, on the view I take of 
the law, decline to accede to it, and I dismiss both motions with costs. 
Leave to appeal was granted.—CounseEL, in Hayment v. Rayment and 
Stuart: Compston, for the co-respondent; Barnard, K.C., and D. R. 
Thomas, for the petitioner ; in Chapman v. Chapman and Buist ; Graze- 
brook, for co-respondent ; Bayford, for petitioner. Soxicrrors, in Ray- 
ment v. Rayment and Stuart; Wrensted, Hind, d&: Roberts, for co- 
respondent; Warren v. Warren, for petitioner; in Chapman v. Chap- 
man and Buis t; Arber & Lewis, for co-respondent; FR. H. S. Butter- 
worth, for Mattle y, Rochdale, for petitioner. 
[Reported by Dicsy Cotes-Preepy, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases 
Solicitors Ordered to be Struck Off the Rolls. 


July 26.—JoHN WALTON. 
July 26.—Ricuarp Harvey, 6, South-side, Clapham Common, 8.W. 


Solicitor Ordered to be Suspended for Two Years 
July 26.—James Francis Ertincron Haryi-Wricut, 41 and 42, Temple- 





street, Birmingham. 
T 
Ne ew Cita. &e. 
High Court of Justice. 
LONG VACATION, 1910. 
NOTICE. 
During the Vacation up to and including Saturday, 3rd September, 


all applications ‘‘ which may require to be immediately or promptly 
heard,”’ are to be made to The Rt. Hon. Sir Samuel Evans. 

Court Bustness.—The Rt. Hon. Sir Samuel Evans will, until 
further notice, sit in The Lord Chief Justice’s Court, Royal Courts of 
Justice, at 10.30 a.m. on Brigg cng in every week, commencing on 
Wednesday, 10th of August, for the purpose of hearing such applica- 
tions of the above ni Pee 4 as, according to the practice in the Chancery 
Division, are usually heard in Court. 

No Case will be placed in the Judge’s Paper unless leave has been 
previously obtained, or a Certificate of Counsel that the Case requires 
to be immediately or promptly 
reasons, is left with the papers. 

The necessary papers, 
Vacation Judges (see 
left with the Cause Clerk in attendance, 
Room 136, Royal Courts of Justice, before 1 o’clock on the Monday 
previous to the day on which the application is intended to be made. 
When the Cause Clerk is not in attendance, they may be left at 
Room 136, under addressed to him, and marked outside 
Chancery Vacation Papers, or they may be sent by post, but in either 
case so as to be received by the time aforesaid. 

URGENT MATTERS WHEN JUDGE NOT PRESENT IN CouRT OR CHAMBERS. 
—Application may be made in any case of urgency, to the Judge, per- 
sonally (if necessary) or by post or rail, prepaid, accompanied by the 
brief of Counsel, office copies of the affidavits in support of the appli- 
cation, and also by a Minute, on a separate sheet of paper, signed by 
Counsel, of the order 
also an envelope, sufficiently stamped, capable of receiving the papers, 
addressed as follows: ‘‘Chancery Official Letter: To the Registrar 
in Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Office, Royal Courts of Justice, 
London, W.C. 

On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of 
the writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 

The papers sent to the Judge will be returned to the Registrar. 

The address of the Judge for the time being acting as Vacation 
Judge can be obtained on application at Room 136, Royal Courts of 
Justice. 

CHANCERY CHAMBER BusiINess.—The Chambers of Justices Warring 
ton and Parker will be open for Vacation business on Tuesday, Wed- 
nesday, Thursday and Friday in each week, from 10 to 2 o'clock. 

Kine’s BencH CHAMBER Bustness.—The Rt. Hon. Sir Samuel Evans 
will, until further notice, sit for the disposal of King’s Bench Business 
in Judges’ Chambers at 10.30 a.m. on Tuesday, and, if necessary, also 
on Thursday in every week, commencing on Tuesday, the 9th of 
August. : 

PROBATE AND Dtvorce.- 


notice below as to Judges’ 


cover, 


Summonses will be heard by the Registrar, 
at the Principal Frobate Registry, Somerset House, every day “during 
the Vacation at 11.30 (Saturdays excepted). 

Motions will be heard by the Registrar on Wednesdays, 
17th, and 3lst of August, r 


the 3rd, 
the 14th and 28th of September, at the 


Principal Probate Registry, at 12.30. 
absolute on Wednesdays, the 
and 28th September. 


Decrees will be made 
of August, the 7th, 2le«t 








heard, and stating concisely the | 


relating to every application made to the 
Papers), are to be } 
Chancery Registrars’ Office | 


he may consider the applicant entitled to, and | 


10th and 24th | 


All papers for Motions and for making Decrees absolute are to be 
left at the Contentious Department, Somerset House, before 2 o'clock 
on the preceding Friday. 

The Offices of the Probate and Divorce Registries _ be open at 
11 and closed at 3 o'clock, except on Saturdays, when the Offices will 
be opened at 10 and closed at 1 o'clock. 

Jupce’s Papers ror Use 1x Court.—Chancery Division.—The fol- 
lowing Papers for the Vacation Judge, are required to be left with the 
Cause Clerk in attendance at the Chancery Registrars’ Office, Room 
136, Royal Courts of Justice, on or before 1 o'clock, on the Monday 
previous to the day on which the application to the Judge is intended 
to be made: 

1.—Counsel’s certificate of urgency or note of special leave 
7. the Judge. 

2.—Two copies of writ and two copies of pleadings (if any), 
other documents shewing the nature of the application. 
3.—Two copies of notice of motion. 

4. —Office copy affidavits in support, 
(if any). 

N.B.—Solicitors are requested when the application has been dis 
posed of, to apply at once to the Judge’s Clerk in Court for the return 
of their papers. 


granted 


and any 


and also affidavits in answer 


Law Students’ Journal. 


The Law Society 
HONOURS EXAMINATION.—JUNE, 1910. 


At the Examination for Honours of Candidates for Admission on 
the Roll of Solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examination Com 
mittee recommended the following as being entitled to honorary dis 
tinction :— 

First Crass. 
{In Order of Merit. ] 


LL.B. (Camb.), LL.B. (Lond.), who served 
his clerkship with Mr. Andrew M. Jackson, of the firm of Messrs. 
Andrew M. Jackson & Co., of Hull. 

ALLAN Watmstey, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Walmsley and Mr. George Knowles, both of the firm of Messrs. 
sley & Knowles, of Blackburn. 

Witt1am Grant McLean, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Herbert Fowler and Mr. George Francis Donne, of the firm of Messrs. 
J. K. Nye & Donne, both of Brighton. 

Witt1amM Fariey Rurrer, who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
Kingsley Rutter, of Shaftesbury. 

GEORGE Justin Lynskey, LL.M. (Liverpool), who served his « lerkship 
with Mr. George Jeremy Lynskey, of Liverpool. 


Ivor Jackson, B.A., 


George Doxon 


Walm 


George 


SeEcOND CLAss. 
[In Alphabetical Order. } 


Henry Gordon Adams, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Judkin Taylor, of Bristol. 

Joseph Bradley, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Bryan, of Nottingham. 

William Harrison, LL.B. Leeds), who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Frank Westwood, of the firm of Messrs. Westwood & Co., of Brad 
ford; and Mr. Alfred Fielder, of the firm of Messrs. Fielder, Fielder, 
& Co., of London. 

Yan Sik Ho, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Locking & Hol 
dich and Messrs. Rollit & Sons, of London. 

Hugh Burgess Hughes, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Howlett, of London. < 

Louis John Latey, 
of London. 

Alfred William Smith, 
Jackson, of the firm of 
Wellingborough. 

Herbert Garthwaite Thompson, 
Arthur Henry Neve, of Tonbridge; and 
Kirby, of London. 

Cecil Dunstan Webb, B.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship with 
Mr. Warwick Webb, of the firm of Messrs. Warwick Webb & Co., of 
London. 


Edmund 


Frank Smith 


Arthur 
who served his clerkship with Mr. Baruch Cohen, 


who served his clerkship with Mr. Willan 
Messrs. Sharman, Jackson, & Archer, of 


who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Messrs. Neve, Beck, & 


Tuirp Crass. 
[In Alphabetical Order. } 


George Austin Baker, who served his clerkship with Mr. James 
Hargreave, of Birmingham. 
Thomas Hume Bischoff, B.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship with 


Mr. James Hume Dodgson, of the firm of Messrs. Bischoff, Dodgson, 
Coxe, Bompas, & Bischoff, of London. 

John William Booth, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
of Blackburn. 

John Grieveson Brown, 
Abel Isle, of York. 

Fercy William Cole, 
Webb, of London. 

Douglas Hudeon Donaldson, who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Rorke & Jackson, of Nottingham. 


Alfred Riley, 
John 


who served his clerkship with Mr. 


who served his clerkship with Mr. Warwick 














James Victor Druitt, who served his clerkship with Mr. James! Shepton, William 


Druitt, of the firm of Messrs. J. & W. H. Druitt, of Bournemouth; 
and Messrs. Lovell, Son, & Pitfield, of London. 

Oakden Fisher, B.A. (Camb.), who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Gabb & Walford, of Abergavenny. 

Henry Gandy, B.A. (Camb.), who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Wilkinson & Marshall. of Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

William Septimus Goldsmith, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Thomas Ellerson Rickerby, of Cheltenham; and ‘Messrs. Andrew 
Wood, Furves, & Sutton, of London 

Frederic John Latimer Gribble, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Algernon Frank Hill, of Cardiff. ; 

John Rowland Hanning, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
3urchell Pritchard, of the firm of Messrs. Dollman .& Pritchard, of 
Cheapside. 

Harvey Harrowell, who served his cl ship with Mr. Sidney James 
Ellis, of the firm of Messrs. Camp & Ellis, of London 5 

Alfred Henry Lake, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry 
Taylor Rutherford, of the firm of Messrs. Lynn & Rutherford, of 
Blyth. ‘ 

Thomas John Leona who served his clerkship with Mr. Harry 
Cousins, of the firm of Messrs. Cousins & Botsford, of Cardiff. ; 

James Taylor Middleton, who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
T. & A. L. Brownson, of Hyde; and Messrs. Rooke & Sons, of 
London. 

teginald Thompson, LL.B. (Lond.), who served his clerkship with 
Mr. Edwin Kennedy Hilton, of the firm of Messrs. Sale & Co., of 
Manchester; and Messrs. Busk, Mellor, & Norris, of London. 

John Parry Thorne, who served his clerkship with Mr. George R. 
Thorne, M.P., of Wolverhampton; and Messrs. G. R. Thorne, Robin- 
son, & Co., of London. 

David Emrys Williams, B.A. (Lond.), who served his clerkship with 
Mr. John Evans, of Aberystwith. 

William Daniel Williams, who served his clerkship with the late 
Mr. W. Morgan Griffiths and Mr. Cecil H. Morgan Griffiths, both of 
Carmarthen; and Messrs. Helder, Roberts, Walton, & Co., of London. 

Walter Richard Mortimer Woolf, B.A., LL.B. (Camb.), who served 
his clerkship with Mr. Henry S. Brenton, of the firm of Messrs. 
Markby, Stewart, & Co., of London. 








v€ 


The Council of the Law pociety have accordingly given class cer- 
tificates and awarded the following prizes of books 

To Mr. Jackson—The Clement’s Inn Prize—value about £10; and 
The Daniel Reardon Prize—value about 20 guineas 

To Mr. Walmsley—The Clifford’s Inn Prize—value 5 guineas. 

To Mr. McLean and Mr. Rutter—The New Inn Prize—value 
5 guineas each. 

To Mr. Lynskey The Law So iety’s Prize value 5 a 


To Mr. Adams—The John Mackrell Prize—value about £9. 


lineas. 
The Council have given class certificates to the candidates in the 
second and third classes. 
One hundred and twenty-six candidates gave notice for the 
examination. 
By order of the C yuncil, 
S. F. B. Bucxnttt, Secretary. 


Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, 22nd July, 1910. 


PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 

The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) 
were successful at the Preliminary Examination held on 6th and 7th 
July, 1910 :— 

Allen, Thomas Freeth 
Atkinson, Joseph Albert 
3eech, Ernest Bolitho Hughes, Reginald Lloyd 
sramall, Brian Hunter, Arthur John 
Broadbent, William Alan Jewell, Cecil 

Carn, William Edwin Blak« Jones, Gordon 

Caunter, Frederic Lyde Lambert, Terence Henry 
Coates, Alan David Lawrence, Colin Hudson 
Coles, Denys Francis Pan Maitland, Alexander Wood 
Dallman, Walter Maples, Edward John Stanley 
Daniel, Ralph Durham Macdonald Marks, George Woodfine 
Daniels, Douglas Archibald Marston, Donald Millward 
Davies, Henry Howells Metcalfe, Percy Hulbert Geldart 
de Fonblanque, John Berkeley Mitcalfe, William Stanley 
Dickinson, Henry Allason Morris, John Conway 

Dixon, Maurice Jacob Passman, Kenelm Granby 
Dyer, Herbert Payne, John Annesley 
Eagleton, Guy Tryon Peake, Lewis George 

Edells, Cyril Lazarus Penruddocke, Charles 

Ellis, Edward White Perkins, Frederick William 
Fagan, Patrick Joseph Phillips, Percy Hepburn 
Gardiner, Eric Gordon Pride, Bernard Cecil 

Grant, Norman Stanley Pryce, Newill Peter Vaughan 
Gray, Vivian Seaton Quin, Henry Charles Vivian 


Holmes, Cyril Ernest Jackson 


Howell, Vernon 





Gross, Reginald Montgomery Reynard, Henry 
Woolnough Rhodes, Herbert Harpham 

Harding, Edward Samuel Robson, Bertie 

Harvey, George Jordens towe, Reginald Charles 

Hayim, Maurice Sales, Harry Thomas 


Heath, Herbert Norman Saffery Sharp, Charles Cyril 


Holden, Guy Patient Shearman, Walter West 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


July 30, 1910 








Vowles, Cecil William Grenville 
Wing, Richard 

Wordsworth, Thomas Howard 
Wright, Francis Blower 
Wynter, Philip Mascie Domy 


Taylor, Gordon Tyerman 
Taylor, John Reginald 
Thomas, George Arfryn 
Thornley, Percy Robert 
Varvill, John Kenneth 
No. of candidates ic Ae «Pane... a Se 
The following candidates are certified by the examiners to have passed 
with distinction, and will be entitled to compete at the Stud 
Examination in July, 1911: 
Harvey, George Jordens 
Heath, Herbert Norman Saffery 
By order of the Council, 
S. P. B. Bucknitt, Sx 
Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, 22nd July, 1910. 





Passman, Kenelm Granby 
Thomas, George Arfryn 





Legal News. 
Appointments. 

Mr. C. Courtenay Hopason, solicitor, of Carlisle, has been appointed 
Clerk of the Peace for the county of Cumberland. Mr. Hodgs 
admitted in 1888, and has been deputy clerk of the peace. 

Mr. C. W. Attan Hopason has been appointed Clerk of Com 


of the Cumberland County Council and Assistant Solicitor. He 
admitted in 1895. 


Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


THomAs CHorLTON and ALFRED ETHELBERT GosPATRIC CHORLTOD 
solicitors (Thomas Chorlton & Son), 32, Brazennose-street, Manchest 
July 14. Each partner will in future practise in his own nam: 
his own account at the above address. 

Witt1am Orrorp, Lewis ALFrrep Orrorp, and Epwin ArTH 
OrrorpD, solicitors (Orford & Sons), Manchester. May 1. 

[Gazette, July 22 


General. 


In the House of Commons, on the 21st inst., in reply to Mr. M 
and Mr. G. Locker-Lampson, Mr. Asquith said : I understand tl! 
alterations will be made in the circuits before the autumn sessi 


On the 20th inst., in the House of Lords, the Lord Chancellor n 
the second reading of the Conveyancing Bill. He said it was in s 
| stance a Bill which had already been passed by the House, and it | 
run the gauntlet of a Select Committee. The Bill was read a second 
time. 

At a Convocation of the University of Durham, held on the 23rd 
inst., the honorary degree of Doctor of Civil Law was conferred upon 
Sir William Grantham. He was presented by the Rev. Dr. Gee, Mast 
| of University College, who said that Sir William loved Durham wi 
| his heart. 








} A certain Philadelphia judge, who (says the Central Law Jour? 
| was disgusted with a jury that seemed unable to reach an agreeme! 
in a perfectly plain case, rose and said, ‘‘ I discharge this jury.’’ O1 
sensitive juryman, indignant at what he considered a_ rebu 


1 


obstinately faced the judge. ‘‘ You can’t discharge me he said 
; in tones of one standing upon his rights. ‘‘ And why not?’ asked 
the surprised judge. ‘* Because,’’ answered the juror, pointing to t 


lawyer for the defence, ‘‘ I’m being hired by that man ther: 

During the hearing of a case in the Short Cause List, on Tue 
says the 7'imes, it appeared from the statement of the defend 
counsel that the case would last most of the day. Mr. Justice Buckuill 
said that there was growing up a practice, on the part of plaintiff 
putting on the record affidavits which induced the Master to put 
case into the Short Cause List. His lordship refused to hear the 
as a short cause, and ordered it to be put into’the Non-Jury List 
order that attention might be drawn to the fact that he had had to 
try several cases lasting a whole day during the past fortnight, and 
order that plaintiffs might be prevented from stealing a march « 
defendants, and getting their cases set down for trial under Order XI 
when they ought not. The thing was becoming a scandal. 


a 


Lord Alverstone—who, says a writer in the Globe, told the memb« 
of the Hardwicke Society that Lord Halsbury was ‘‘ the best presid 
of any court before whom he had ever argued ’’—attributed t M 
Dickinson, Q.C., an eminent Chancery leader, one of the smartes 
pieces of repartee he ever heard in the courts. Mr. Dickinson, in 
ing a case before Lord Justice James, who was known not to 
very highly of Lord Wensleydale’s attainments as a lawyer, 
passage from a judgment of the latter judge in support of his Z 
ment. ‘‘ But that is mere obiter dicta,’’ said Lord Justice Jam 








‘* Yes, but it was before 1843,’’ answered Mr. Dickinson. ‘‘ What has 
that got to do with it?’’ asked the Lord Justice. ‘‘ Obiter dicta were 
not sv common in those days,’’ was the prompt reply. 
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It is stated that Judge Wheeler, K.C., is confined to his bed by 
illness. 


After being lost between five and six hundred years, the mutilated 
charter of Edward III., dated 1328, to the burgesses of Newcastle- 
under-Lyme, is, says the 7'imes, to be restored to that corporation by 
the Corporation of Preston. Preston, it was said, borrowed the charter 
for its guidance between 1342 and 1372, and forgot to return it, thus 
forcing Newcastle-under-Lyme to apply for a copy. ° 


The appeal of Wyler and Others v. Lewis and Others has, says the 
Daily Mail, been set down for hearing in the House of Lords on the 
18th of October. The litigation, which concerns mining and territorial 
rights in Africa, has already cost £60,000 in costs, fees, &c. It occu- 
pied twenty-three days in the Court of Appeal and many days in the 
lower courts. The evidence and judgments in the lower courts fill six- 
teen printed appeal books, and a horse and dray were required to 
deliver the requisite copies at the House of Lords. 


A mother-in-law was testifying in a St. Paul court the other day, 
says the American Case and Comment, as to the cruel treatment 
which her son-in-law was accustomed to mete out to her daughter. 
“Tt’s not sufficient,’’ said the lawyer, “‘to say that he used bad 
names. You must tell the court just the expressions that were used.”’ 
“J’ll not say them,’’ asserted the mother-in-law. ‘‘ They’re not fit to 
repeat. to any decent man.’’ ‘‘ Then whisper them to the judge,” 
said the lawyer, and the court bent an attentive ear. 


From a return just issued setting forth the number, nature, 
result, and cost of the proceedings instituted by the Director of Public 
Prosecutions for the year ended the 31st of December, 1909, it appears 
that the director prosecuted in 546 cases in 1909, appeared in 175 
cases under the Criminal Appeal Act, and granted his consent in 125 
cases, and refused it in 37 cases under the Prevention of Crime Act 
during the five months from the coming into operation of this statute 
on the Ist of August to the 3lst of December. The number of charges 
of murder was 116, 72 relating to men (24 convicted and sentenced to 
death) and 58 women (five convicted and sentenced to death). Of 175 
cases under the Criminal Appeal Act (against 79 in the previous year), 
112 appeals were dismissed, 22 convictions were quashed, and 41 sen 
tences reduced. Proceedings were taken in nine cases against solicitors 
for misappropriation of clients’ moneys and other offences. There were 
six convictions, two acquittals, and one case pending. 





In the City of London Court, on Tuesday, says the 7'imes, Judge 
Lumley Smith, K.C., disposed of what he described as an interesting 
point under the Workmen’s Compensation Act. John Wilson, 
builders’ labourer, had claimed compensation against B. Hosegood and 
Sons, builders, for serious injuries which he sustained two years ago 
while working for them. He had received 14s. 7d. a week, and that 
had been paid until three weeks ago, when the employers obtained 
a review of the order. Judge Rentoul, K.C., then concluded that the 
workman was not entirely recovered from the result of the accident, 
but that he had not acted reasonably in using means to promote his 
recovery. The compensation was reduced, therefore, to 10s., to date 
back to April last. Now that the workman asked for two weeks’ 
payments of 10s. he was confronted with an objection by the em 
ployers that according to the new order he had been overpaid at the 
rate of 4s. 7d. a week for many weeks, and that he could not receive 
his 10s. a week until an over-payment of £4 11s. 8d. had been worked 
off. Mr. J. Scott Duckers, for the workman, now asked the court to 
say that he was entitled to the 10s. a week, notwithstanding the over 
payment. Mr. Ellis Hill, for the employers, submitted that the court 
had no power to make such an order. Judge Lumley Smith said he 
thought the case was governed by schedule 1, clause 19, of the Work 
men’s Compensation Act and the Workmen’s Compensation Rule 67, 
sub-section 2, and that the workman was entitled to his 10s. a week 
without submitting to a deduction for the over-payments. 


Mr. Arthur Cohen, K.C., writing to the Zimes on the Naval Prize 
Bill, to which we have called attention, says : ‘‘ After the conclusion of 
The Hague Conference of 1907 many Governments, including His 
Majesty’s Government, were of opinion that the establishment of an 
International Prize Court, as framed by that Conference, could not be 
safely sanctioned until an agreement had been come to between the 
principal naval Powers as to certain far-reaching principles of prize 
law ; or, in other words, that it would not be safe or prudent to leave 
those questions to be decided by the members of that Court in accord- 
ance with what, in their opinion, ‘ justice and equity’ required. For 
this reason the Naval Conference of 1909 was convened in London. 
Unfortunately that Conference found it impossible to arrive at any 
agreement on the three following questions :—First, what constitutes 
the enemy character of the owner of goods on board merchant ships? 
Secondly, in what circumstances and subject to what conditions should 
the conversion, on the high seas, of merchant ships into warships be 
allowed? And, thirdly, is the so-called rule of 1756 to be retained ? 
,_ consider it of the utmost importance (and this seems also to be 
Professor Holland’s opinion) that nothing in the proposed Prize Act 
should be allowed in any way to prejudice or affect the decision as to 
whether the International Prize Court should be established before 
those three important questions have been settled, and thus whether 
they should be left to be determined by that Court in accordance with 
what may appear to be in accordance with justice and equity.” 














In the House of Commons, on Monday, Lord Balcarres asked the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer whether the valuation forms now being 
issued under section 26 of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, were to be 
immediately served upon all owners of land, or whether they were, in 
the first instance, to be served on certain selected owners ; and whether, 
in the latter event, he could state by whom and on what principle the 
selection would be made. The Chancellor of the Exchequer said the 
forms of return now being issued are confined to cases in which an 
occasion has arisen for the collection of increment value duty, and in 
which, therefore, it is necessary to value the land affected in advance 
of the general valuation. As regards the forms which will be issued 
next month in respect of the general valuation, no selection is contem 
plated of the owners on whom they are to be served, and the forms 
will be issued to all owners with as little delay as possible. 








Rovat Navat Cotiecr, Ossorne.—For information relating to the 
entry of Cadets, Parents and Guardians should write for ‘* How to 
Become a Naval Officer’ (with an introduction by Admiral the Hon. 
Sir EK. R. Fremantle, G.C.B., C.M.G.), containing an_ illustrated 
description of life at the Royal Naval Colleges at Osborne and Dart- 
mouth.—Gieve, Matthews, & Seagrove, 65, South Molton-street, Brook- 
street, London, W.—{Apvr.] 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, July 22. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 


Limitep in CHANCERY. 


Fauicon (Ruopesta) Devetormewt Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or bsfore Aug 
27, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of choir debce or claims, to 
Fredenck John Asbury, Finsbury pymnt House, liquidator 

Goupy Srorrer Synpicats, Lro— Creditors are required, on or before Aug 39, to send 
their names and addresses to R, Warner, 10, Walbrook, liquidator 

Grirrin Ironworks Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 31, to send their 
names and addresser. and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Sydney Jobn 
Short, #8, Albert rd, Handsworth, nr Birmingham, liquidator 

Litty Sarrerine Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 18, to send their 
pames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, toWilliam Thomas 
Walton, 3. Scarborough st, West Hartlepool. Turnbull & Tilly, West Hartlepool, 
solols to the liquidator 

Rc se’s Lone Lire Tyee, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented July 21, directed to be 
heard at Quay st, Manchester, Aug 8, at 10. Kingham & Co, Manchester, solors for 
the pstner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 2 
o’clock in the afternoon of Aug 6 

8S, Lerperman, Lrp— Creditors are required, on or before Sept 2, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulers of their debts or claims, to Samuel Henry Leiber- 
man, 215, Holderness rd, Kingeton upon Hull, liquidator 

Ssanam Harsovur Srup, Lrp—Creditors are required,on or before Ang 31, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claim, to Herbert 
Salsbury Squance, 26, John et, Sunderland, Clayton & Gibson, Newcastle upon 
Tyne, solors for the liquidator 

‘Snark’ Grip Opat Trtine Co, Ltp—Petn for winding up, presentei July 19, 
directed to be heard Oct 18, Peters, Chancery In, solors for the petners. Novicef 

appearicg must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
Oct 17 


London Gazette,—Turspay, July 26. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Lrurtep in CHancery. 


Natronat Fare Homes Assocratiow, Ltp—Petn for winding up, presented July 20, 
directed to be heard before the Court at Quay st, Manchester, Aug 8, at 10. Yates 
& Son, Central bldgs, Richmond ter, Blackbura. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon ot Aug 7 

Russer anp Correer Estates or Braztt, Lrp- Creditors are required, on or before 
Aug 25, to send their name and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Elwyn Russell Polden, Eugene Solmersitz, and George Alfred Bettinson, 
95,Gresham st. Forsyth & Co, Birmingham, avlors for the joint liquidators 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gasette,—Futpay, July 22. 


Fatcow (Ruopesta) Devetorment Co, Lrp, 

Scumipt’s Surrrugatine Co, Lrv. 

T. I. N. Syxptcatr, Lro, 

Bornko Toonaoop Co, Lrp, 

Las Barrancas Esrancra Co, Lrp, (Reconstruction), 

E. R. Moss, Lrp. 

Country Horst, Lervs, Lrp. 

W, Suarr & Ce, Lrp. 

Linty Surprine Co, Lrp, 

Lurxis Rute Co, Lop. 

Spaineweit Stone anv Barce Co, Lrp, 

Buvk AxcHor Ling, Lrp. 

Raprp Carn Concessions, Lrp, 

Market Rasen Bartish Workman anv Comuenciat Horst Co, Lro, 
Nortsaerné Countizrs Wroveut Iron anp Steet Co, Lap, 
British Mextoan Devetorpment Co, Lrp, 

Mars#att Mosicau Syypicare, Lrp, 

Sipney E. Fett, Lro. 

H, R, Sywproats, Lrp, 


London Gasette.—Tumspay, July 26. 


Ee@yrtian Petroizeum Co, Lrp. 

T. Ramspen & Co, Lrp, 

CrystavaTe Manuracturtna Co, Lrp, (Reconstruction). 
Witi1aM Lister & Co, Lrp. 

Universal Pirate Guase Insuranoz Co, Lrp, 

Wiaet Fountain Pew Co, Lrv. 

Srmpcex Suock Assorger Synpicare, Lro, 

J. Howarp & Co, Lrp, 
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a / ¢ 
The Property Mart. 
Forthcoming Auction Sales. 
Aug. 4.—Messra. H. E. Fosrer & Cranrreiy, at the Mart, at 2 
“ar (see advertisement, back page, this week). 
9.— Messrs. Denenaa: 1, Txwson, Ricaarpson & Oo., at the Mart, at 2: 
Froenold and Leasehold Hotels (see advertisements, page iv, May 2s). 


: Reversions and Life 


Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 





Batvey, Louisa, Camberwell New rd, Camberwell Aug 15 Sheard & Co, Clement’s inn 

Bakes, Hanniort, Chardinore rd, Upper Clapton uth Mular & Co, Basinghail st 

uasu, Joun, Lincaster, Draper Aug l2 Howard & Manchester 

BaomLey, Exasmus, Birstal, Yorks Aug 16 Raucutl stai, oe Leeds 

Campion, Vicroxia Evten Eviza, Fishersgate, Southy Sussex Aug BO Cooper & 
Bake, Portman st, Portman sq 

Cave, Hexpert Wictiam, Harrow rd, Chemist Aug16 Webb, West Smithfield 

CuarKe, Geonaer, Ashford, Middiesex Aug lS Davidson, Acton 

Cotemays, Rey Witviam, Gatestone rd, Upper Norwo.d Aug 9 Griffith, St Bride’s av, 














leet st 
CoomBes, CHARLES, Devonport Aug 30 Gill, Devonport 
Cuick, James, Harrowrd Aug 20 Couper & Bake, Portman st, Portman « 
Cuow.ry, Faeven ick, Ashdeit Alton, Suuthamptoa Aug sl King & Uo, nnon st 


Cummine, Anruur Henry, Loftus, Yorks Aug 13 Hoggett, Loftus 

Darton, WiuiiaM Leoxanp, vover Licenssd Victualler Augis sradley, Dover 

Dovenas. Cuarues, Liverpool Sept l Collins & Co, Liverpool 

Dyngs, WaALtTER, Cardington, Beds July #v Sharman & ‘Liethewy, Bedford 

Emenson, James, Taibot rd, Bayswater Aug 26 Marsden & Co, Hemietta st, Caven 
dish sy 

FautconpaivGk, Wittiam FxigNaut, Bulwell, Nottingham, Farmer Aug 81 Martin & 
Sons, Nottingham 

Foster, AGNkKS, Nottingham Aug 3i Martin & Sons, Notiingham 

Fow Ler, Mary Hoimes, Scarborough Sept l Allisous & Staunland, Louth 

Groner, Caves, Cwmynyscoy Vanteg, Mou Septils By. away & Sun, Pontypool 

GLENDINNING, Joun ccorr, Milusbadge, Huddersticla, Commission Weaver Aug 1 
Hall & Co, Hudderstieid 

Goss, Evwakpv Banister, Liverpool 

Jakeett, CHances, Croydon Octl K 








Lloyd, Manc* ester 
and & thutcbiuson, Croydon 





Jackson, Evizanetru, Millom, Cumbe:land Aug vv Butker & Son, Broughton in 
Furness 

Jewitt, Hensy Lacuian Goopsvan, Brighton Aug 8 iH v1 «& Clarke, Brighton 

Juson, ALLEN, Wendover, Bucks Sept 1 Horwood & James, ay! exbury 

Keury, Mananer, Nantwich, Chester, Geceral Dealer Aug 20 Whitingham, Nant- 


wich 

Kircuen, Cuomas, 8 

Lyxg, Lovisa, Foikestone 

LovucK, Frevenick, Pail Mali Auy 15 

Luaxp, Admiral Sir Wittiam Gagniiam 
Lincoin’ 8 inn fields 

McCane, Perex, Chilvers Coton, Nuneaton, Master Mariner Aug 10 Pownall, Nun- 
eaton 

Moore, Tuomas Crovpace, Sunderland Aug9 Graham & Co, Sunderland 

Nevitue, Witiiam, Twickenham Aug 24 Burton & Sou, Blackfiiars rd 

Pankes, Wiiitam, Upton Park rd, borest Gate Aug 6 Pearce & Rowse, Plashet In, 
Upton Park 

Parr, Jann, Radcliffe on Trent Aug 31 Martin & Sons, Nottinsham 

Pattinson, Joskru, Coanauyht rd, Willesden Aug 20 ¢ ooper & Bake, Portman st, 
Portman sq 

Pitt-Riveus, the Hon Auice Manuarer Lane Fox, Caterham, Surrey Sept 30 Tathams 





yuthport Aug 3! Barrow & Smith, Manchester 
Sept 1 Lyne & Holman, Great hyn bester st 
t Suu, Lincoln s inn flelds 
Witt am, Basi x Augsl Laurence & Co 








«& rym, Frederick’s ‘Pi, Vid Jewry 

Purssevi, Wivitam Y« , Aylesbury, Bucks, Wine Merchant Aug 20 Wilkins & Son, 
Aylesbury 

Reynops, Saran, Pembridge villas, Bayswater Aug 12 Capron & Co, Conduit st 

Rickasps, Fraxcis Mittetr, Crown ct, Broad st, Suliciior sept 1 Carleton-Holmes & 
Co, Beaford row 

Roprxsoy, Joseru, Lane End Staithes, Yorks, Labourer Aug 13 Hoggett, Loftus 






Ross, Bir ALEXANDER Gronce, Ealing, KCB Sopt 12 Pilley & Mitchell, Bedford row 

Starter, Leian, Disley, Chester, Paper Merchant July 31 trown & Co, Stockport 

Smtn, Any, Basford, Nottingham Aug 20 bramley & Woousend, Nottingham 

Stray, Gworok, Nottingham, Licensed Vicualler Aug 0 Brumley « Woodsend, 
Nottinghain 

TayYiok, Evizavetu Frost, Wadsley, ur Sheffield AugS Ashington & Denton, Sheffield 

Turner, Emity Ayscoven, Knmismore gdns Aug 25 bischotf & Co, Great Winchester at 

WILs0n, Florence KLKANOK, Swanage Aug 12 Slade & West, Swanage 

Wuicut, Saran, Kichmond Avg 31 Masterman & Kverington, Great Winchester st 





London Gazette.—Tuxsvay, July 19 


Beroer, Lewis Joun, Reigate Sept 1 Wilde & Co, College hill 

Britton, Lovina, brdingtou, Warwick Aug vv Lane & Co, Birmingham 

Brooxs, Hersext, Lees, or Oldham Aug y Taylor, Oidham 

Busnanp, Many Any, Avondale rd, Denmark Park Aug 31 Yeilding & Co, Vin- 
cent ac 

Burreky, Eveanog Maroarer Eviza 
Leadenhail st 

Casainaton, Louis, Croydon Aug 30 Gush & Co, Finsbury circus 

Carruigar, Michas.,Goring on _ mes, Chemist Augi17 Norton & Co, Old Broad st 

Cursk, Jons, Kast Cowes, I of W, rf Aug 24 Kidridge & Sons, Newpurt, Ll of W 

Curgek, SAkAan ANN, Kast Cowes oon idridge & Son, Newport, I uf W : 

Corragb, Kuisua, Isleworth, Licen tualer Aug 9 Bedford & Wellsted, New- 
haven ‘ 

Cross, Epwarp, Sparkhill, Worcester, Chemist Aug20 Lane & Co, Birmingham 

Day, Rev Parnic K, Longsight, Manchester July 3v Watsun & Booth, Mauchester 

Dew, "Gnonox, burbage rd, tlerne Hill, Mantle Manufacturer Sept29 Stone, Woolwich 

Dunsrorp, Kopert, hiddie Duryard, Exeter Aug5 Hartley & Thomas, Exeter 

ELos, Hexny, Eltham, Licensed Victualler Aug it Sampson, Woolwich 

Fourxsr, Ann, Alnwick, Northumberland Aug 18 Douglas, Alnwick 

Fowxkgs, Isapen LA, Bouthtields, Leicester Aug 16 Hebv «& pills, Lincoln 

Gau.ick, Jonny, Sloane st, Chels sea, Builder Aug 16 Boodle & Co, Davies 
Berkeley sq : 

Greoson, James, Blackburn, Gunmaker July: 


TH, East Preston, Sussex Aug18 Crump & Son 








1 Rennison, Blackburn 


Guest, Groner SELLER » Liver 1 i I ‘ 
pool, Solicitor Aug 16 Koberts, Warrington 
Haut, Kuz, Leeds Aug 13 Wilson, Leeds 
on" Anne, Leeds Aug 13 Harrisos & Son, Leed 
1GGIN8, SUSANNA Jaye, Lrafield, Green, Northam T Engi *ropri 
n, Ne ptun raction Engine Proprietor 
H ane 16 Darnell & Pric , North: maton R , 
ILL, Frances Hanwau, King’s Heath, Worcester Aug 26 4 ) » 
F cnn Mn Aug 26, Pointop & Evershed, 








Hoeron, Samugt, Dkley, Yorks Aug 31 Meeke, Sheffield 

Huaurs, Joux Rosert, Denbigh, Doctor Aug 27 Davies, Denbigh 

Kay, Luxe, Bromies Cross, nr Bolton July 30 Finney & Co, Bolton 

Kay, Avice, Bromley Cross, nr Bolton July 30 Russell, Bolton 

Kennepy, Atrarp Josxepn, Southsea, Journalist Sept 29 Marriott & Co, Manchester 

Lake, Mary, Small Heath, Birmingham Aug 26 Pointon & Evershed, Birmingham 

Lancaster, Joun, Yelverton, Devon Augi Tucker, Plymouth 

Leake, Tuomas Wuap.ats, Sherburn in Elmet, Yorks Aug 20 Atkinson & Sons, 
Doncaster 

McMvartnir, Evizanetu, Northampton Aug 20 Howes & Co, Northampton 

Natuan, Samvuen, Cardiff, Pawnbroker July 30 James, Merthyr Tydfil 

Parker, Freverick Eanxnst, Cardiff, Chartered Accountant Aug 27 Willett, Cardiff 

Rigotti, Coaxites, Manchester Aug 15 Cobbett & Co, Manchester 

Sautise, Georas, St James’s st Sept 1 Flower & Flower, Norfolk st, Strand 

Sraysvietp, THomas Woukicu, Bishopstoke, Hants Sept1 Farrar, Halifax 

Sravontoy, Mary, Bedford sSept1 Halliley & Morrison, Bedford 

Sraurt, Groner, Leeds Bept 1 James, Leeds 

Tayvor, Josian Jonw Baary, Redland, Bristol, Printer Aug 31 
sristol 

Taosursoy, Rongat Wittiam, Lesbury, Northumberland, Joiner Aug 18 Douglas, 
Alnwick 

Tyvek, Joun Wittiam, Hove, Sussex Sept 1 Morrisons & Nightingale, Redhill 

Urros, Witi.Am Cuagies, Walsall, Grocer’s Traveller Sept 14 Evans, Walsall 

Wuite«, Haroup, East Finchley Augil6 Wells & Sons, Finchley 

Wuirenouse, Wittiam Esenezer, Birmingham Aug 26 Pointon & Evershed, Birm- 
ingham 

Wuirrtson, Josaru, Huddersfield, Dentist Aug 15 Sykes, Huddersfield 

Wivoox, Freperick Wiittam, Small Heath, Birmingham, Fireiron Manufacturer Aug 20 
Lane & Co, Birmingham 

Witvixe, Ay, Preston Aug $l Waddington, Burnley 

Wotsresnoiue, Guouce, Newtown, Wigan, Surgeon Augi18 Jackson, Wigin 


Tuckey & Clifton, 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, July 22. 


AMOS, ELIZABETH, Balfern st, Battersea Park rd Aug30 Duke & Son, Ironmonger In 

BaTTY, DANIbL, Blackburn Aug 27 Needham, Manchester 

BripGks, GkorGe JOHN, Courtfleld rd, South Kensington Aug 31 Mellor & Co 
Coleman st 

BROOKE-HUNT, VIOLET EDITH GWYNLLYAN, Wellington ct, Knightsbridge Sept 1 
Stanton & Hudson, Cannon st 

BROWNF, MARIANNA WYLDE, Westmoreland rd, Bayswater Sept 1 Newton, Birkbeck 
Bank chmbrs 

CHILTON, JAMES, Southall, Engine Driver Aug30 Bonner, Gloucester 

CLARK, HENKY, Exmouth, Devon Aug3l Vine, Exmouth 

DAVIES, JOHN, Shrewsbury, Corn Merchant's Manager Aug 31 Sprott & Morris, 
Shrewsbury 

DAWSON, SARAH ANN, Ashton under Lyne Aug 26 Whitworth, Ashton under Lyne 

DEELEY, JEMIMA, Aylesbury Aug 22 Wilkius & Son, Aylesbury 

DELVAILLE, DORO'HEA ADA, Paris Sept 17 Adler & Perowne, Copthall av 

Ea@.is, Mary ANN. Nottingham Septt Danby &Epton, Lincoln 

ETCHELLS, JANE, Ashton under Lyne Aug3l Bromley & Hyde, Ashton under Lyne 

FISHER, JOSKPH WADKIN, Mansfield, Notts, Coal Merchant Sept 10 Smith, Manfiseld 

GALE, FRANCIS BROWN Lytton Cheney, nr Dorchester July 30 > Whetham, Bridgp ort 

GARNON, THOMAS, Fishguird, Pembroke Aug 20 Evans, Fishguard 

GIBBS, ALFRED WEST, Hove, Brighton Aug zz Mills & Co, Finsbury sq 

GREENWOOD, GEORGY, Kirkby cum Osgodby, Lincs Aug 25 Padiey, Market Rasen 

GUMBY, JANE, Norton on fees, Durham Aug 24 Watson, Stockton on Tees 

HAKURAVE JAMES, Kirkley, Suffolk, Master Mariner Sept 15 Reeve & Mayhew, Lowes- 
toft 

H&YES, ROBERT, Hardybutts, Wigan, Hay Dealer Aug 21 Graham & Uusworth, Wigan 

KEEDWELL, THOMAS Leyton Aug 6 Freeman & Brindley, Leyton 

LAKE, !HOMAS JOHN, Smail Heath, Birmingham Aug 26 Pointon & Evershed, Birming 
ham 

LEE, ISABELLA, Blackpool Aug5 Butcher, Blackpool 

MOEKACHARN. Hon Sir MALCOLM DONALD, valloway House, Wigtown Sept 1 Wadeson 
& Ma}leson, Devonshire sq. Bishopsgate Without 

MAYELL, HARRY JAMES, Handsworth Aug 26 Pointon & Evershed, Birmingham 

MorkRIS, RICHARD, Aberdare,Glam Aug 2v Phillips & son, Aberdare 

MORRIS, SARAH JANE, Barry,Glam Aug 20 Phillips & Son, Aberdare 

MOUPFLET, EMILY ANNE, Leamingt mn, Warwick Aug 22 Routh & Co, Southampton st 

NOKMAN, LLENRY CHARLES, Crawiey Down, Sussex, Engineer Aug 25 Arthur, Queen 
Victoria st 

OLIVER, MARY, Newcastle upon Tyne Aug 29 Wilkinson & Marshall, Newcastle upon 
Tyne 

PICKLES, ANNE, Halifax Aug 20 Jubb & Co, Halifax , 

PORTER, JOHN Kure, Cheadle tiulme, Chester, Merchant Aug 23 Scholes & Farring- 
ton, Manchester 

PRITCHARD, ALFRED THOMAS, Stirling rd, Clapham Rise, Cold Stores Manager Aug 
25 Beaumont & Co, Chanevry in 

RICHARDSON, GEORGE, Tetcott rd, Chelsea Aug 19 Eagleton & Sons, Chancery ln 

SCHRODER, Baron cir JOHN MENRY WILLIAM, The Dell, nr Windsor Sept 3 Coward 
& Co, Mincing ip 

SE*SIONS, SUSSANNAH, Barmby upon Dann, Yorks Aug 22 Atkinson & Sons, Doncaster 

SMITH, HUGH WAL?ER, Manitoba, Cavada Aug z2 Burchells, The Sanctauary 

STEVENSON, JANE. Macaulay rd,Claphim Common Aug 81 Reid, Great St Helens 

SWINBANK, JAMEs, Breckon ‘ti'l Farm, nr Sedgetield, Durham, Farmer Aug 30 
lt & WG, Maddison, Duriivn 

TAYLOR, JANE, Church rd, Willesden Sept l Pearce, Devonport 

THOMAS, GRIFF.TH, Pwellheli, Caruarvon, Coal Merchant Aug 23 Parry, Pwllheli 

TINKER, WILLIAM, Pen leton; Lancs Sept 5 Bedell & Driver, Manchester 

TOMLINSON, GEORGE ROBINSON, Birkenheud, Chester, Shipwright Aug 26 Paisley & Co, 
Workington, Cumber land 

foPpHAM, JAMES, Galgate, Lancs, Farmer Aug13 Saul, Lancaster. 

TREHEARNE, HeRBERT REES, Montrose av, Kilburn Aug16 Trehearne, Lincoln's inn 
fielde 

TRiGG. HENRY, Last Liss, Hants Augi8 Burley, Petersfield 

WALKER, MARIA, Uidham Aug 22 Clark & Co,VUldham 

WILKINSON, LyDIA ANN, Clacton on Sea Aug 29 White, Clacton on Sea 

WILKS, ELIZABE!H, Crag knd, Winduill in Shipley, Y orks Aug 15 Atkinson, Shipley 

WINDELER, JOHN, Eston, Yorks, Joiner Aug 23 Jackson & Jackson, Middlesbrough 

WOLFENDEN, Sa} L, ‘'ldham, Cotton Mill Salesman Aug 2Z Clark & Co, Oldham 

Woop, EsrHER, West Smethwi sk, Staffs Sept 1 Shakespeare a Co, Yldbury, nr Bir 
mingham 

YORK, REGINALD, Iiford Ang20 White, Ilford 


























London Gazette.—TUESDAY, July 26. 


Barsstow, Jonx, Wakefield, Worsted Spinner Sept1 Mander & Co, Wakefield 
BinGHAM, Samus, Sheitield Sept Machen, Shettield 

Cuarmas, Henny, Doncaster aug 23 Atkinson & 8ons, Doncaster 

CLARK, Hx ney Cuanies, Newport, Mon Aug 26 Lyne & Co, Newport, Mon 
Cunninauam, James, shettfield Sept : $} Machen, Sheftield 

Derry, James, Yarkhill, bereford Aug3l Boycott, tiereford 

Dincey, Carnextne, Worcester Aug 20 Beauchamp & Gallaher, Worcester 
Gaeraory, Joun, Colwyn Bay. Venbigh Aug 10 Morgan & Co, Colwyn Bay 
Hampton, Groraus, Burge ss Hill Sept 1 Maynard & Smith, Burgess Hill 
Hawkins, Evtsy, Swindon Aug 25 Fairfax & Barfield, Banbury 

Hay, Dv MMOND, Exmouth, Devon Sept 12 Stephenson & Co, Lombard st 
HuaaGan, JANE Ann, Pudsey, Yorks Aug 20 Harrison & Son, Leeds 
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Keuty, Cuartes Ernest Mackenziz, Witney, Oxford 
itney 

Kersy, Ann, Leigh Worcester Aug 31 

Lewis, Sanan Ann, Woodford, Essex Sept 25 


Morcay, Mary Exizaperu, Cardiff Sept 14 Annear, jun, 


Rawkiy, Jony, Liverpool, Aug 23 Bellringer & Co, Liverpool 
Suzrwoop, E.eanok Mary, St Leonards on Sea Sept 1 Chalinder & Herington, Hast- 


ings 


T ° 
e 
Bankruptcy Notices. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, July 19. 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
AcKROYD, JOSEPH HENRY, King Cross, Halifax, Painter 
July 28 at 10.45 County Court, Prescott s', Halifax 
ANDERSON, JOHN RICHARDSON, and HENRY MCPAKE, 
Gateshead, Publicans July 27 at 12 Off Rec, 30, 
Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

BakRETT, GEVRGE, East Bowling, Bradford, Carrier July 

27at3 Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

BARRICK, WALTER, Holmfirth, Yorks, Licensed Victualler 
July 28 at 2.30 Huddersfield Incorporated Law 
Society's Koom, Imperial Arcade, New st, Hudders 
field 

BEDDINGTON, AMY LOUISE, Birmingham, Baker July 28 
at11.30 Ruskin chinbrs, 191, Corporaticn st, Birming- 
ham 

Bieos, JULIET MARIz, Luton, Straw Hat Manufacturer 
July 2¥ at 12 Off Rec, The Parade, Northampton 

BRANSTON, CHARLES HENRY, Starbeck, Yorks, Grocer’s 
Assistant July 28 at 2.30 Off Rec, The Red House, 
Duncombe pl, York 

BURTON, CHARLES EDGAR, Knaresborough July 28 at 4 
Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pi, York 

CAWTHROW, ALFRED, Monk Bretton, ur Barnsley, Grocer 
July 28 at11 Off Rec, 7, Regent ‘st, Barnsley 

Corpus, FREDERICK, Swansea, Monumie nts ul Muson July 27 
at 11 Oif Kec, Governmeut bidgs, St Mary's st, 
Swansea 

CORDON, JOSEPH, Marsden, Yorks, Farmer July 28 at 2.15 
Hudderstield Incorporated Law Society's Room, 
Imperial arcade, New st, Huddersfield 

DAVIES, (: EORGE THOMAS, Lymington rd, West Hampstead, 
Coal Factor July 29at 12 sankruptcy bidgs, Carey 









st 

Dove, Howarp, Stanton Hill, Skegby, Notts, Fish Sales- 
man July 27 at 11 Uff Rec, 4, Castile pl, Purk st 
Nottingham 

DRAPKIN, MAX, Sotherby rd. Highbury, Manufacturers 
Agent July 29at 1 Bankruptcy bldg, Carey st 

DREAPER, HARRIOT JUDITH, West Southborne, Bourne- 
mouth July z8 at 3.30 Arcade « 
sjournemouvuth 

EDWARDS, ERNEST, Newcastle on Tyne, Grover July 27 
at 11 Off Rec, 30, Moslev st, Newcastle on Tyne 

ELLIOTT, CHARLES, Beechcroft rd. Tooting, #uteher July 
28 at 11.30. 132, Yorkrd Westminster bridge 

FINEBERG, MAX, Liverpool, Draper July 27 atli Off Rec 
45, Victoria st, Liverpoot 

FRANKS, JOSEPH GEORGE, Blackheath, Nurseryman July 
Ysatlz 132, York rd, Westminster bridge 

FREEDMAN, SAMUEL, Kingston upon Hull, General Dealer 
July 27 at it Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, 
Luwgate, Hull 

GATKER, CHARLES JAMES, Strood, Kent,Confectioner July 
2y ats 115, High st, Rochester 

GERRARD, HARRY JAMES, Wigan, 
19, Kxchange st, Bolton 

GOLDMAN, MARK, Birmingham, Dealer in Precious Stones 
July 29 at 12) Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st 
Birmingaam 

GRATZE, EUGENE VICT 


Grocer July 28 at 3 






Whitfield st, St Pancras, 

Engineer July 27 at Bantruptey bldgs, C Arey St 

GULLIVER, ERNEST, bt rooke, Weedon, Northampton, 

Coal Merchant July 28 at 11.30 Ott Kec, Lhe Parade, 

Northampton 

SaRAll JANE, Lancaster, Slater 

alatine Cafe, Market st, Lancaster 

Hercy, THOMAS FRANCIS JOHN Lo VELACK, Albert Palace 
mansions, Battersea Park, Clerk July 27 atl Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

HEWINGS, CATHERINE, Barnsley, Fishmonger July 28 at 
10.30 Off Rec, 7, Regent st, Barnsley 

HUMBY, EDMUND, and FREDERICK JAMES HuUMBY, 
Winchester, Plumbers July 29 at 12 Messrs 
Godwin & Co, 8t Thomas st, Winchester 

JACOBS, ALEXANDER, High st, Stoke Newington, Fish- 
monger Aug 2 at 11.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

KING. ESTHER, Dunstable, Tobacconist July 28 at 12 
Off Rec, the Parade, Northampton 

LANGFIER, AD@LF, Harrogate, Photographer's Artist 
July 28 at 3.15 Off Kec, Lhe Red House, Duncombe 
11, York 

LEWIS, RicHARD, Waterloo, nr Liverpool, Fruit Merchant 
July 27at12 Off Rec, 35, Victor,a st, Liverpoot 

LINDENBERG, EMIL VICTOR, Holoorn, Cigar Merchant 
July x7at 11 bankruptey bidgs, Carey st 

MEIss, GEORGE, Aldersgate st, Manufacturer of Watches 
July 27 at 1v.:0 Bankraptey bldgs, Carey st 

PARR, JOHN, Walsall, Builder July 27 at 12 Off Ree, 
Wolverhampton 

POLAND, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Fulham rd, 
July 28 at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
















July 27 at 2.15 





Fruiterer 


SAMPSON, NATHAN, Highbury New pk, Bout Factor 
July 28 at 1 Bankruptcy bl’gs, Carey st 

SKIPPER, ROBERT SAMUEL, Boston, ~~. Tailor Aug 4 
at1v.15 Off Rec, 4 and 6, West st, Boston 

SOUTHALL, SAMUEL THOMAS, Ne not Giam, Tinworker 








July 27 at 11.30 Off Kec, Government bidgs,8t Mary's 

SL, Swanea, 
STEPHEN, HENRY ST JAMES, Plowden bldgs, 
aw July 27 at 11.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
STRAT FORD, ALBERT 





Barrister at 
Carey st 


11.30 Off Rec, The Parade, Northampton 


Lamberts, Malvern 
James & Co, Fore st 
MackIvrTosu, Danrei, East Sheen Sept5 Reed & Wayman, Downham Market 


hambers (first flour), | 


, Northampton, Fraiterer July 29 at | 


Aug 28 Westell & Sons. 


Cardiff TowneEnp, Joun, Blackburn 





Suaw, Tuomas Aug20 Simpson & Co, Liverpool 
Surpneep, Groroe Prentis Hassocks, Sussex Sept 17 
Sraxkey, Mary Any, Farnham Common, Bucks Aug 3l Hogarth, Beaconsfield 


Potter & Crundwell, Guildford 


Aug 8 Cooper & 8on, Blackburn 


Waker, Marruew, Bramley, Leeds, Cloth Manufacturer Aug 20 Harrison & Son, Leeds 
Warp, Margaret, Douglas Aug 22 Brown & Co, Southport 


Winpsor, Tuomas, Great Budworth, Chester Sept 29 Parkinson & Co, Manchester 








. 

SWEETMAN BROTHERS, Mile End rd, Boot Manufacturers 
July 28 at 12 Bankruptcy bidvs, Carey st 

TROTMAN, CHARLES HARDING, Holloway rd, Holloway, 
Baby Carriage Maker July 27 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 

VERRALL, G Royston, Hanover st, Hanover s« 
atill Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

WATTS, FREDERICK EDWARD, Herrlard, Hants, Grocer 
July 29 at 11.30 Messrs Godwin & Co, st Thomas st, 
Winchester 

JouN, Urmston, Lancs, Confectioner July 

) Off Rec, Byrom st. Manch~ster 

il — WILLIAM, Old Hill, Staffs July 27 at 12 

Priory st, Dudley 

WIL KINSON, ii C W, Chaucer rd, Herne Hill July 29 at 12 
Bankr uptey bldgs, Carey st 

WILLIAMS, WILLIE JAMES, Handsworth, Grocer July 28 at 
12 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, a 

WINER, JOSEPH, Catford, Tobacco Dealer July 27 at 11.3 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 


July 29 





ADJUDICATIONS., 


ACKROYD, JoSErH Henry, King Cross, Halifax, Painter 
Halifax Pet July 15 ‘ord Jury 15 

BARRETT, GEOKGE, East Bowling, bradford, Carrier Brad- 
ford Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

BIRD, RICHAKD, Dinas Powis, Glam, Florist 
July 14 Ord July 14 

3RANSTON, CHARLES HENRY, Starbeck, Yorks, Grocer’s 
Assistant York Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

BURTON, CHAULES EpGar, Kuaresoorough York Pet 
July 15 Ord July 15 

DAVIES, GEORGE THOMAS, Lymington rd, West Hamp- 
stead, Coal Factor High Court Pet July 14 Ond 
July 15 

ELLIotT, CHARLES, Beechcroft rd, Tooting, 
Wandsworth Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

ELLIS, CHARLES HENRY, East Sheen, Surrey, 
Wandsworth Pet May 30 Ord July 14 

ELLISON, Lovis, Lower Brou:hton, nr Manchester, 
Furniture Dealer Salford Pet June 23) Ord July 14 

FINEBERG, MAX, Liverpooi, Draper Liverpool Pet June 
Yl Ord July 15 

FISHER, ROBERT HENRY, Colchester, Licensed Victualler 
Colchester Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

| FRANKS, JOSEPH GkEoRGE, Blackhexth, 

| Greenwich Pet July 14 Ord Jaly 14 

GATER, CHARLES JAMES, Strood, Confectioner 
Pet July 1 Ord July 14 

GAY, ROBERT, Aberbargoed, Mon, Draper ‘Tredegar Pet | 
July 13 Ord July 13 

GERRARD, HARRY JAMES, 
July 14 Ord July 14 

GREE ae ALGH, JOSEPH EDWARD, Northei den, Chester, 
Coal Merchant Oldham Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

GREER, ELIZABETH MARGARET GRANT, Granville mans, 
Bury st High Court Pet Feb Ord July lo 

GUTHRIE, ROBERT ALEXANDER, Per broke Dock, Fish 
Merchant Pembroke Dock Pet Ju'y 15 Ord July 15 


Cardiff Pet 


3utcher 


Builder 








Nurseryman | 
Kochester 
Wigan Pet 


Grocer 


Wigan, 











HALL, SARAH JANE, Lancaster, Slater Preston Pet July 
s ord July 8 
HERBERT, JOSEPH ALFRED. Carlisle, Stationer Carlisle 


Pet July 16 Ord July 16 

HERCy, THOMAS FRANCIS JOUN LOVELACE Albert Palace 
manus, Battersea Park, Clerk High Court Pet July 
14 Ord July 14 

HiGgGiIns, WILLIAM JAMES, Welshpool, Montgomery, 
Grocer Newtown Pet June 2l Ord July 15 

HILL- | REVOR, GEORGE EpwWiN, Buckingham st, Strand 
High Court Pet May 21 Ord July 14 

HUMBY, EDMUND, and FREDERICK JAMES HUMBY, Win- 
chester, Plumbers Winchester Pet Juy 15 Ord 
July 15 

JAac.BS, Morris, Clephane rd, Canonbury, Ferniture 
jealer High Court Pet Junell Ord July 14 

KEELL, CHARLES GOODWIN, Ipswich, Rate ¢ ollector | 
Ipswich Pet July 14 Ord July i4 

KEYSE JAMES, King William sc, Wool Dealer High Court 
Pet April 25 Ord July 14 

LANGFIER, ADOLPH, Harrogate, Photographer's Artist 
York PetJuly 15 Ord July 15 

LARAIN, ROBERT, Barrow in Furness, Labourer 
in Furress Pet July 16 Ord July 16 

LLoyd, JOHN, Mill Fam, Tredegar, Mon, 
Tredegar Pet July 13 Ord July 13 

LONG, ELIZABETH, Oxford, Lodging House Keeper Oxford 
Pet July 14 OrdJuly 14 

MICHAEL, GEORGE Papa, St Mary Axe H 
June 22 Urd July 15 

PERKINS, ARNOLD, Halifax, Plumber 
30) Ord July 14 

SEACOMBE, ARTHUR,Blackpool, Coal Merch int 
Pet June 28 Ord July 15 

SEAR, ARTHUR, Luton, Jobmaster 
Ord Juty 15 

SKULL, HEKBERT EDWARD, and WILLIAM ( HARLXS BLAKE, 
Wembley, Builders St Albans Pet June 18 Ord 
July 16 

TANCKED, SEYMOUR MITFORD, 
Pet Mar 24 Ord July 15 








Barrow 


limberman 


igh Court Pei 
Halifax Pet June 


Preston 


Luton Pet July 1 


Blackheath Greenwich 


WARNER, EMILY, South Weald, Essex Chelmsford Pet 
July 14 Ord July 14 
WATTS, FREDERICK EDWARD, Herriard, 
Winchester Pet Juiy 15 Ord July 15 
WHITELEGGE, JOHN, Urmston, Lancs, Confectioner Salford 
Pet July 139 Ord July 13 
| WILLIAMS, WILLIAM, Nottingham, Mineral Water Manu- 
| facturer Nottingham Pet July 5 Ord July 15 
| WINER, JOSEPH, Cattord, Tobacco Dealer Greenwich Pet 
June 1s Ord July 15 
| 
| 


Hants, Grocer 





Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jan 22: 


| SAGE, EDGAR, East Sheen, Surrey, Builder Wandsworth 


Pet Aug 18 Ord Jan7 
Amended Notices substituted for those published in the 
London Gazette of July 15: 


CORDEN, JOSEPH, Marsden, Yorks, Farmer 
Pet July 11 Ord July 11 

ANDERSON, JOHN RICHARDSON, and HENRY MCPAKE, Gates- 
head, Publican Newcastle on Tyne Pet July 12 Ord 
July 12 


Iiuddersfield 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 

CARTER, LAWRENCE LAUDER, Cleeve Hil), nr Cheltenham, 
Horse Trainer Cheltenham Adjud Nov 19, 1vv) Anoul 
July 14, 1910 

| ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, RECEIVING ORDER 

| RESCINDED, AND PETITION DISMISSED, 

} Woop, 

High Court 

Adjud July 22, 1907 Rese, 

15, 1910 





NICHOLAS JERVIS, Late of Gaicty Hotel, Strand 
Pet May 2,1907 Ree Ord July 1, 1907 
Aunul aud Dis Fret July 


London Gazette.—Frivay, July 22 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Avens, WitiiAm, Arlington gdns, Chiswick High Court 
Pet July4 Ord July 19 
Baxp, Grosar, Brentford, Parchment 
Brentford Pet July 20 Ord July 20 
oe ER, A G, Trossley, nr Wrotham, Kent 
Pet July 8 Ord July 19 
| Bre KHAM, Wittiam Henny, Portsmouth, 
mouth Pet July 19 Urd July 19 
Bowker, Harry Fir HER, Southport, Carrier 
| Pet July 20 Ord July 2 
| Bristow, Haro.p, Kingston — Hull, Plumber Kingston 
| upon Hull Pet July 18 Ord July 18 
| Brow x, AkcuiraLp, Stone bldgs, Lincoln's inn, Barrister 


Manufacturer 





High Court 
Butcher Ports- 


Liverpool 


at Law High Court Pet Junes Ord July 1) 

| Browy, Epwasp ALEXANDER, Lemington, Northumber- 
land, Baker Newcastle on Tyne Pev July 20 Od 
July 20 


Burikorer, ALpert, Melrose gdne, Hammersmith High 
Court Pet June 16 Ord July 19 
Corker, ALBANY Marrerson, Harrogate, York, Auctioneer 
York Pet June 28 Ord July 20 
Cowanp, WitLiam Henny, Bath, Engineer Bath PetJuly 
19 Ond July 1 
| Cox, Hiram, Nottingham Nottingham Pet July 6 Ord 
July 19 
Crawronp, Samvet, West Walton, Norfolk, Fruit Grower 
King’s Lynn Pet July 20° Ord July 20 
| Creasey, Groner, Boston, Lincs, Labourer Boston Pet 
July 20 Ord July 20 
| Date, Gxorce, Odd Rode, Chester, Farmer Macclesfield 
Pet July 20 Ord July 20 
Darxurvovcn, Tuomas, York York Pet July9 Ord July 
| 20 - 
Fannow, Wiiir1am, Deptford, Carman 
| June 28 Ord July 19 
| Gray, Feeperick Wave ct, and Beryarp Barreaiey Est- 
court, Stretford, Lancs, Rubber Merchants Salford 
Pet June 29 Ord July 15 
Grirritns, [satan Nantytfyllon, nr Bridgend, Collier Car- 
aiff Pet July 20 Ord July 20 
| Grimstey, Wanixr Lee, Springbourne, Bournemouth, 
Electrician Poole Pet July 20 Ord July 20 
Haywes, Evwanp Lewis, Ltield, Sussex Brighton Pet 
July 4 Ord July 19 
Keer, Harry, Lawrence Pountney In, Coal Factor High 
Court Pet July 18 Ord July 18 
} Krpercyi, Hexsexr Tuomas, Newton Abbey, Devon, Den- 
tist’s Assistant Kxeter PetJuly 16 Ord July 16 
Macrurusox, Joun Goxpon, Southend on Sea, Egg Mer- 
chant Chelmsford Pet July 18 Ord July18 
Marvin, Hanry Navirr. Birkenhead, Auctioneer Birken- 
| head Pet July6 Ord July 1s 
| Meapus, Groxar Wesixy, Boscombe, Bournemouth, 
builder Poole Pet July 18 Ord July 18 
Moone, R-cumonv Tuomas, Little Brampton, Staunton on 
Arrow, Hereiord, Farmer Leominster Pet July 20 
Ord July 20 
| Orroxp, Tuomas, 
| Pet July 7 Ord July 20 
Owen, Epwarp Arxo.p, Morda, Oswestry, Laundry Pro- 
| prietor Wrexhum Pet July 20 Ord July 20 


Greenwich Pet 


Brighton, Motor Engineer Brighton 


Puon, James, Oid ‘Town, Swindon, Innkeeper Swindon 
Pet July 11 Ord Juwiy ly 


TAPLING, ARTHUR JOHN, Westhourne grove, Tailor High | Reisecxr, Hueo, Piershil, Edinburgh High Court Pet 


Court Pet June 7 Ord July 14 
TEDCASTLE, HENRY, Stockton Heath, Chester, Master 
Plasterer Warrington Pet July 16 Ord July 16 
WARD, ESTHER LOUISA, Sheffield, Confectioner Sheflield 
| Pet July 18 Ord July 14 





June 23 Ord July 20 
Roserts, Anvreas, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth, Slate 
Merchant Portmadoc Pet July1s8 Ord July 18 
Ropinson, Wittiam Anruvr, Sleaford, Lincs, Nurseryman 
Boston Pet July 20 Ord July 20 











Sansum, Jonn, Rochdale, Grocer Rochdale Pet July 20 
Ord July 20 
Sear, WiiiiAm Hewry, Woburn Sands, Buckingham, Coal 


Ord July 19 
Barrow 


Dea'er Northampton Pet July 19 

Sma, Isaac, Barrow in Furness, Cabinet Maker 
in Furness Pet July 20 Ord July 20 

Streruens, Harry, Banwell, Somerset, Cattle Dealer 
Wells Pet July 18 Ord July 18 

Tanner, Isaac James, Bristol, Coal Merchant 
Pet July 18 Ord July 18 

Tuprss, Eowarp Atrarp, Walter House, Strand, Company 
Promoter High Court Pet Dec 10 Ord July 20 

Wuirte, Sipney Jouy, Upton In, Forest Gate, Draper High 
Court Pet July 20 Ord July 20 

Wircockxson, Fraxk Freperickx, Hasland, nr Chesterfield 
Preston Pet July 18 Ord July 18 

Wirson, Jonn Wescey, and James Rar Roscor, Stock- 
port, T mber Merchants Stockport Pet July 18 Ord 
July 18 

Wiusex, SAMUEL JosHUA, 


Bristol 


Chilvers Coton, Nuneaton, 


Warwick, Builder Coventry Pet July 20 Ord 
July 20 

Waicar, Apert Ronert, Teddington, Ham Dealer 
Kingston, Surrey Pet July 18 Ord July 18 

Waiout, Tuomas, Coity Fields, Bridgend, Draper Cardiff 


Pet July 8 Ord July 19 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of June 10, in the name of Juhn 
Arthur Miiton : 
Uexry Mitton & Son, Crewe, Plumbers 
May 24 Ord June 8 (amended July 6) 


Amended Notice sutstituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of July 15: 
Newton, Ernest Atpert, Longsight, Manchester, Coal 
Dealer Manchester Pet June 29 Ord July 11 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of July 19: 
Epvwarps, Atrrep Cuarves, Trent 1d, Brixton bill, Cigar 
Merchant High Court Pet June 28 Ord July 15 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


Crark, Arruur, Shaftesbury ay 
April 26 Rese July 1% 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Avens, Wittiam, Arlington gdns, Chiswick 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Banner, A G, Trossley, ur Wrotham, Kent 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Brown, Arcuipap, Stone bldgs, Lincoln's inn, Barrister 
at Law Aug 5Sati1l Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Butikorer, Apert, Melrose gdos, Hammersmith Aug 4 
atl Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Cross, Donatp Maxwett, London rd, Twickenham, 
Business Transfer Agent Aug 5 at 12 14, Bedford row 
Eva, Curisrorner Joux, West Hartlepool, Solicitor 
Aug 3 at 2.30 Grand Hotel, West Hartlepool 
Evuison, Louis, Lower’ Broughton, nr 
Furniture Dealer July 30 at 11.30 Off Rec, Byiom st, 
Manchester 
Fiouktr, Ronert Henry, Colchester, Licensed 
July 30 at 11.15 Cups Hotel, Colchester 
Gray, Freperick, Wavett, and Bernarp Brirriry 
Estcourt, Stretford, Lancs, Kubber Merchants 
July 3)at 11 Off Rec, Byrom st. Manchester 
Gerenuatcn, Joseru Evwarv, Northenden, Chester, 
Coal Merchant Aug 5 at 11.30 Off Rec, Greaves st, 
Oldham 
Gaimstry, Water Lee, Springbourne, 
Hlectrician July 30 at12 
Bournemouth 
Gurueir, Rornerr ALEXANDER, 
Merchant July 30 at 12.30 
Carmarthen 
Hawmony, Louis, Piccadilly circus 
bldgs, Carey st 
Iiexsert, Josern Atreep, Carlisle, Stationer 
1l 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 
Kerr, Harry, Laurence Pountney Jn, Coal Factor Aug 2 
at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
KipGE.t, Arneert Tuomas, Newton Abbot, Devon, 
Dentist’s Assistant Aug 4 at 10.30 Off Rec, 9, 
Bedford circus. Exeter 
Lona, E1izanetu Mary, Oxford, Lodging House Keeper 
July 30 at 12 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 
Meapvus, Grorcge Wersiry, Boscombe, Bournemouth, 
Builder July 80 at 11.30 Arcade chmbrs (tirst floor), 
Bournemouth 


Crewe Pet 


Aug 4at ll 


Aug 3 at 12 


Victual le 


Bournemouth, 
Arcade chmbrs (tirst fluor), 


Pembroke Dock, Fish 
Off Rec, 4, Queen st, 


Aug 2 atl 








High Court Ree Ord | 





Manchester, | 


Bankruptcy | 


| 
July 30 at | 





Moore, Ricumoxp Tsomas, Ashley Farm, Little Brampton, 
Hereford, Farmer July 30 at 12.45 2, Offa st, Here- 
ford 

Newroy, Eaxrst Atpert, Longsight, Manchester, Coal 
Dealer July 30 at 10.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 
chester 

Noursauy, Wititam Freperick, Saltash, Cornwall Aug 2 
at 3.309 7, Buckland ter, Plymouth : 

Purcett, Manoan ALpBert, Ash Parva, nr Whitchurch, 
Salop, Farmer Aug 3 at 12 Off Rec, King st, New- 
castle, St« ffs 

Reinecke, Huao, Piershill, Edinburgh Aug3at1 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey at 

Seacompe, ArtTuur, South Shore, Blackpool, Coal Merchant 
Aug 2at 3 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston 

Srear, Waiter Wicitiam Ezrxiret, Watford, Carpenter 
Aug 4at 12 14, Bedford row 

Tspcast_e, Henry, Stockton Heath, Cheshire, Master 
Plasterer July 30 at 12 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 
chester 

Turrer, Evwarn Atrrep, Walter House, Strand, Company 
Promoter Aug 3at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
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Warp, Estarr Louisa, Sheffield. Confectioner Ape 3 at 
12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Wuire, Stoney Juuy, Upton In, Forest Gate, Essex, Draper 
Avg 3at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Aturrtox, Amos, Great Lever, Bolton, Builder Bolton 
Pet June 25 Ord July 16 

Beit, Wi viam, Hastings, Draper High Court Pet June 23 
Ord July 19 

Bickuam, Wiii1am Henry, Portsmouth, Butcher Ports- 
mouth Pet July 19 Ord July 19 

Bowker, Harry Fietcuer, Southport, Carrier Liverpool 
Pet July 20 Ord July 20 

Baistow, Haroip, Kingston upon Hull, Plumber Kingston 
upon Hull Pet July 18 Ord July 18 

Brown, Epwarp ALEXxanprEk, Lemington, Northumber- 
land, Baker Newcastle on Tyne Pet July 20 Ord 
July 20 

Burrows, Tuomas James, Abergavenny, Mon, Coal Mer- 
chant Tiedegur Pet July 29 Ord July 19 

Coroy, Wituiam, jun, Sattley, Bumirgbam, 
Birmingham Pet Jure v5 Ord July 2u 

Crank, Epvirn Mauve, Birmingham, Cycle Manufacturer 
Birmingham Pet May 27 O:d July 19 

CrawrorpD, SAMUEL, West Walton, Nurfolk, Fruit Grower 
King’s Lynn Pet July 20 Ord July 20 

Cueasgy, Grorce, Boston, Lincs, Labourer 
Pet July 20 Ord July 20 

Dave, Grorer, Odd Rode, Chester, Farmer Macclesfield 
Pet July 20 Ord July 20 

Doyir, Rosert, Bishopsgate, Accountant 
Pet May 24 Ord July 19 

Drarkin, Max, Sotheby rd, Highbury, Manufacturer's 
Agent High Court Pet April6 Ord July 19 

Epwarps, ALrrep Cuarves, Trent 1d, Brixton hill, Cigar 
Merchant High Court Pet June 28 Ord July 18 


Builder 


Boston 


High Court 


| Epwarpes, Cecii, Waverton st, Mayfair High Court Pet 


Mar3 Ord July 16 


| 
FREEDMAN, Samus, Campbell rd, Bow, Confectioner High 


Court Pet Junel Ord July 20 

Goutp Grorer Tuomas, Waterloo, Ashton under Lyne. 
Wood Turner Ashton under Lyne Pet June4 Ord 
June 22 

Gray, Freperick Wavetr, and Bervarp Baieriry 
Estcovart, Stretford, Lancs, Rubber Merchants Salford 
Pet June 29 Ord July 19 

Gairritns, Isatan, Nantyffyllon, nr Bridgend, Glam, Collier 
Cardiff Pet July 20 Ord July 20 

Grimstey, Water Ler, &piingbourne, Bournemouth 
Electiician Poole Pet July 20 Ord July 20 

Hayes, Epwarp Lewis, lfield, Sussex Brighton Pet 
July 4 Ord July 20 


Court PetJuly 18 Ord July 18 ‘ 

Kipe@ett, Hereert Tuomas, Newton Abbot, 
Dentist’s Assistent Exeter Pet July 16 Ord July 16 

LixspenperG, Emtu Vicror, Holborn, Cigar Merchant 
High Court Pet April20 Ord July 19 

Manvey, Isaac Smits, Argyll st, Regent st, Wine Me,- 
chant High Court Pet May 25 Ord July 18 

Martis, Harry Narier, Oxton, Chester, Stocktaker Bir- 
kenhead Pet July6 Ord July 20 

Newton, Ernest ALBERT, Longsight, Manchester, Coal 
Dealer Manchester Pet June 29 Ord July 20 

Owen, Epwarp Arno_p, Morda, Oswestry, Laundry Pro- 
prietor Wrexham Pet July 20 Ord July 20 





Krer, Harry, Laurence Pountney In, Coal Factor High | 


Devon, | 





Ig10. 


July 30, 


Pearce, Gzorce Henny, Ealing Brentford 
Ord July 20 

Pucu, James, Old Town, Swindon, Innkeeper 
Pet Julv11 Ord July 20 

Porcett, Manoan Avseet, Ash Parva, nr Whitchurch, 
Salop, Farmer Crewe Pet June 29 Ord July 19 

Reynotps, Freperick, Bloxwich, Staffs, Dairyman Wal- 
sall Pet July 14 OrdJu'y19 

Ricanoxp, Wittiam Hewry, Blackburn, Maker 
Blackburn Pet June 7 Ord Julv 16 

Rosinsox, WitL1AM Artsor, Sleaford, Lincs, Nurseryman 
Boston Pet July 20 Ord July 20 

RosentHat, Micuagt, West Green rd, South Tottenham, 
Tobacco Dealer High Court Pet June2 Ord July 16 

Sampson, Narnan, Highbury New park, Boot Factor High 
Court Fet June 23 Ord July 16 

Sansum, Jouyx, Rochdale, Grocer Rochdale Pet July 20 
Ord July 20 

Sear, Wittiam Henry, Woburn Sands, Bucks, Coal Dealer 
Northampton Pet July 19 Ord July 19 

Smaut, Isaac, Barrow in Furness, Cabinet Maker Barrow 
in Furness Pet July 20 Ord July 20 

StTeapsen, Jonn Henny, and Anruivuas Epwarps Morais, 
Shefford, Beds, Drapers Bedford Pet Juoe 30 Ord 
July 15 

Srera «tg Harry, Banwell, Somerset, Cattle Dealer Wells 
Pet July 18 Ord July 18 

Waitt, Sipxey Jouy, Forest Gate, Essex, Draper High 
Court Pet July 20 Ord July 20 

Wi.oocxson, Frank Frepesick, Hasland, nr Chesterfield 
Preston Pet July 18 Ord July 18 

WiIso0n, Samuay Josnva, Chilvers Loton, Nuneaton, Builder 
Coventry Pet July 20 Ord July 20 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in 
London Gazette of July 19: 
Lone, Exizanetu Mary, Oxford, Lodging House Keeper 
Oxford Pet July 14 Ord July 14 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in 
London Gazette of July 19: 
Carter, Lawrence Lauper, Cleeve Hill, nr Cheltenham, 
Horse Trainer Cheltenham Adjud Nov 19, 1908 
Anbul July 14, 1910 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED. 
Cuartres, Ricaarp Carrw, Camberwell rd High Court 
Rec Ord Dee 11, 1H9 Adjud Jan 4, 1910 esc and 
Annul July 18, 1910 


Lon on Gazeite.—Turspay, July 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ALBION MILLS Co, Newcastle under Lyme, Staffs, Shirt 
Manufacturers Hanley Pet June z9 Ord July 22 
BASELEY, GkOKGE JAMES, Walbrook, Traveller in Vils 
High Court Pet July 21 ord July 21 

BEYNON, JASON, Treharris, Merthyr 
Timberman Merthyr Tydfil Pet 
July 22 

30STOCK, HARRY, Harriseahead, nr Tunstall, Staffs, Pub- 
lican Hanley Pet July 22 Ord July 22 

BULL, ERNEST, Sleaford, Lincs, Grocer 
July 2l Ord July 21 

CoBB, CHARLES PERCIVAL, 
July 18 Ord July 21 

Cones, Jacos, Spellman st, Hanbury st, Spitalfields, 
Stick Mounters’ Assistant High Court Pet July 22 
Ord July 22 

Co.iiws, Ropert, Acton, Clerk Brentford Pet July 21 
Ord July 21 

Coox, Epwarp, Richmond, Corn Merchant Wandsworth 
Pet June 10 Ord July 21 

Coores, Jonny, and Wiiiiam Artuur Cooper, Andover, 
Grocers ftalisbury Pet July 12 Ord July 22 P 

Davizs, Jonn Bunyan, Dowlais, Merthyr Tydfil, Police 
Sergeant Merthyr Tydfil Pet July 21 Ord July 21 

Daviks, Joun Dovatas, Swansea, Cycle Dealer Swansea 
Pet July 21 Ord July 21 

DUCKWORTH, JAMES, Bury, Lancs, Hat Manufacturer 
Bolton Pet July 22 Ord July 22 

ELLIMAN, GILBERT, Forthbridge rd, Clapham Common 
Wandsworth Pet July 21 Ord July 21 ‘ 

FAULKNALL, THoMas, Burton on Trent, Tobacconist 
High Court PetJuly6 Ord July 22 

Frost, GEORGE WILLIAM, Little Clacton, Essex, Farmer 
Colchester Pet Mari8 Ord July 6 

GILLOIT, HANNAH, Bridlington, Yorks, 
Scarborough Pet July 22 Ord July 22 


Pet June 28 


Swindon 


Bag 


Tydfil, Colliery 
July 22 Ord 


Boston Pet 


Hereford Hereford Pet 





Coal Dealer 











THE LICENSES INSURANCE 


24, 


FUND, LIMITED, 


MO ORGATE STRAT, LONDON, 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 


CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS—LI@ENSED PROPERTY. 





|X 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Upwards of 650 Appeais to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the 
direction ana supervision of the Corporation. 





Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases 


@n application. 


or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 
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INSURANCE 
No. 114, Chancery Lane, 








London, W.C. 


BON DS —The Directors desire to specially draw the attention of the Legal Profession to the fact that the Fidelity 





Fire. 
Workmen’s Gompensation, including Oomestic Servants. 


Burglary. 


Bonds of this Society are accepted by His Majesty’s Government and in the High Court of Justice 
Personal Accident and Disease. 


Fidelity Guarantee. 
Thira Party & Plate Glass. 





DIRECTORS— 


CHARLES PLUMPTRE JOHNSON, Esq.. J.P., Chorrman (Johnsens, Long & Raymend-Barker), Linco)n's Inn. 
ROMER WILLIAMS, Esgq., D.L., J.P. Vice-Chairman (Williams & James), Norfolk House, Thames Embankment. 


GEORGE WILLIAM BELL, Eeq., Albert Road, Regent's Park. 

H. D. BEWES, Esq. (Bewes & Dickinson), Stonehouse, Plymouth. 

L. C. CHOLMELEY, Esq. (Frere, Cholmeley & Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 
EDMUND FRANCIS RLAKE CHURCH, Esq. (Church, Adams & Prior), Bedford Row. 
F. E. E. FARERROTHER, Esq. (Fladgate & Co.), Craig's Court, Charing Cross. 
HENRY LEFEVRE FARRER, Esq. (Farrer & Co.), Lincoln’s Inn Fields, 

E. 8. FREELAND, Esq. (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne’s Gate. 

C. W. GRAHAM, Esq. (Lawrence, Graham & Co.), Lincoln's Inn. 

W. A. T. HALLOWES, Esq. (Hallowes & Carter), Bedford Row. 

EDWIN HART, Esq. (Budd, Brodie, & Hart), Bedford Row. 

E, CARLETON HOLMES, Esq. (E. Carleton Holmes, Son, & Fell), Bedford Row. 
FRANCIS REGINALD JAMES, Esq. (Gwynne James & Son), Hereford. 
HARRY W. LEE, Esq. (Lee, Bolton & Lee), The Sanctuary, Westminster. 
DILLON R. L. LOWE, Esq. (Lowe & Co.), Temple Gardens. 

FREDERICK STUART MORGAN, Esq. (Saxton & Morgan), Somerset Street. 


SECRETARY—H. T. OWEN LEGGATT. 


estminster. 





Sir RICHARD NICHOLSON (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne's Gate, 


WILLIAM NOCTON, Esq., D.L., J.P. (Nocton & Sons), Great Marlborough Street 
RONALD PEAKE, Fsq. (Peake, Bird, Collins & Co.), Bedford Row. 

JOHN DOUGLAS PEEL, Esq. (Morrell, fon & Peel), Oxford. 

THOMAS RAWLE, Esq. (Rawle, Johnstone & Co.), Bedfoid Row. 

J. E. W. RIDER, Esq. (Rider, Heaton & Wigram), Lincoln's Inn 

GEORGE-L. STEWART,. Eeq. (Lee.& Pembertons), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

The Right Bon. LORD STRATHEDEN AND CAMPBELL, Bruton Street, 

J. PERCFVAL TATHAM, Esq. (Tatham & Procter), Lincoln's Inn Fie 

R. W. TWEEDIE, Faq. (A. F. & R. W. Tweedie), Lincolns Inn Field 

W. MEL MOTH WALTERS, Esq. (Walters & Co.), Liacoln’s Inn 

Sir HENRY ARTHUR WHITE, C.V O. (A. & H. White), Great Marlborough Street, 
E. H. WHITEHEAD, Esq. (Burch, Whitehead & Davidsons), Spring Garden 

E. TREVOR LL, WILLIAMS, Esq., Tempie Bar House, Fleet Street. 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY—ARTHUR E, C. WHITE. 


This Society, consequent on its close connection with, :nd excep'ional experience of the requirements of, the Legal Profe:sion, INVITES 
APPLICATIONS FOR AGENCIES FROM SOLICITORS, TO WHuM It IS ABLE TO OFFER SvECIAL FACILITIES for the transaction of Insurance 


husiness on the most favourable terms. It enjoys the highest reputation for prompt and liberal settlement of claims. 
Forms and full information may be had at the Society’s Office, 


offered cannot be surpassed by any of the leading Insurance Companies. 


Prospectuses and Proposal 


The business of the Society is contined to the Lnited Kingdom, and the security 








GOLDING, PFRcy JOHN, Sudbury, Suffolk, Carpenter 
Coichnestee Pet July 23 Ord July 23 - 

GREEN, ROWLAND bENJAMIN, Haddenham, Bucks, Engi 
neer Aylesbury Pet July 23 Ord July 23 

HINKs, EDWIN THOMAS, Walsall, Saddler Walsall Pet 
July 20 Ord July zo 

Hikons, THOMAS JAMES, Brentwood, Butcher Chelmsford 
Pet July 21 Ord July 21 

HOLDEN, EvWARD WALTE#R, Patricroft, Lancs, Railway 
C.erk Salford Pet July 23 Ord July 23 

HoPkKINs, WILLIAM, Birmingham, Builder Birmingham 
tet June 3u Ord July 15 

HUGHES, HUGH ELIAS, Seven Sisters, nr Neath, Glam, 
Labourer Neath Pet July zl Ord July zi 

JILLINGS, JOSEPH, Creeting St Mary, Suffolk, Commission 
Agent Bury St Edmonds Pet July 23 urd Juty 23 

MILLIKIN, THOMAS, Wandsworth Bridge rd, Fulham, Civil 
Servant High Court PetJuly 16 urd July 15 

MILLS, HENRY CHARLES, Fenhill, Cardiff Cardiff Pet 
July 2: Ord July zl 

Mui. ki TT, GEORGE, Halton, nr Leeds, Builder Leeds Pet 
July22 Ord July 22 

OL! FIELD, WILLIAM LEE, Soyland, nr Halifax, Jam Maker 
Halifax Pet July 23 Und July x3 

mney ty ERNEST, Leeds Leeds Pet July 22 Ord 
uly 22 

ROBER.S, JOHN THOMAS, Dronfield, Derby, Edge Tool 
sanufacturer Chesterteld PetJuly z3 Ord July 23 

SAUNLERS, WALTER PERCY CHARLES, Branksome Park, 
Poole. Dorset, Road Contractor Poole Pet Jwy 23 
Ura July 23 

SCHULZ, CARL FRANZ ADALBERCc, Manchester, Manufac- 
turers’ Commission Agent Manchester Pet Juiy 23 
Ord July 23 

SHACKLETUN, FRANK R, Perk ln High Court Pet June 
29 Ord July 21 

SIMMONDS, SAMUKL, Fourth av, Manor Park, Essex, Clerk 
High Court Pet July 21 urd July v1 

SMITH, FRANK, Oxford, Bookseiler Oxford Pet July 19 
Urd July 21 

SPURLN, RosCOK CHARLES, Heigham, Norwich, Advertising 
Expert Norwich Pet July 22 Ord July z2 

VILLAGE, JOSEPH, Doncaster, Glass Dealer Sheffield Pet 
July z2 Ord July 2z 

WAKNbR, GEORGE, Woolhampton, Berks, Baker Newbury 
Pet July 20 Ord July 20 

WEB, Davip, Army and Navy Club, Pall Mall High 
Court Pet June 30 Ord July 21 

WEDDERBURN, WALTER H, Thornton Heath High Court 
Pet June 23 Ord July 21 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of July 5; 
HOsKING, FREDERICK ANTIPODES, Ryde, I of W, Hotel 
rroprietor Newport Pet June 30 Ord June 30 





FIRST MEETINGS. 


BAND, GEORGE, Brentford, Parchment Manufacturer 
AugQ9atl12 '4, Bedford row 

BaSELEY, GEORGE JAMES, Walbrook, Traveller in Oils 
Auzg8 atl Bankruptcy bidg:, Carey st 

BICKHAM, WILLIAM HENRY, Portsm uth, tutcher Aug3 
at3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, Hich st, Portsmouth 

BIRD, RICHARD, Dinas Powis, Glam, Florist Aug 4 at 3 
Off Rec, 117, St Mary st, Car iff 

BOWKER, HARRY FLETCHER, Southport, Carrier Arg 3 
atll Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

BRISTOW, HAROLD, Kingston upon Hull, Plumber Aug 4 
at i Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, 
Huo 

BROWN, EDWARD ALEXANDER, Lemington, Northumber- 
land, Baker Aug 3 at 12 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, 
Newcastle on Tyne 

BURROWS, THOMAS JAMES, Abergavenny, Coal Merchant 
Aug 3 at12 Off Kec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, 
Mon 

COBB, CHARLES PERCIVAL, Hereford Aug 4 at 10.30 2, 
Offa st, Hereford 

COHEN, Jacob, Spellman st, Hanbury st, Spitalfields, Stick 
Mounter’s Assistant Aug 9at1l Bankru;tcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

Cook, EpWARD, Richmond, Corn Merchant Aug 5 at 
11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

CORKER, Al BANY MATTERSON, Harrogate, York, Auction- 
eer Aug 2 at 3.30 Uff Rec, The Red House, Dun- 
combe pl, York 

CoTON, WILLIAM, jun, Saltley, Birmingham, Builder Aug 
3 atj 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 41¥1, Corporation st, 
Birmingham 

COWARD, WILLIAM HENRY, Path, Engineer Aug 3 at 12 
Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Cox, HIRAM, Nottingham Aug 4 ati1l Off Rec, 4, Castle 
pl, Park st, Nottingham 

CRAWFORD, SAMUEL, West Walton, Norfolk, Fruit Grower 
Aug 4at 11.30 Court huuse, King’s Lynn 

DALE, GEORGE, Odd Rode, Chester, Farmer Aug 3 at I1 
Off Rec, 23, King Edward st, Macclesfield 

DARNBROUGH, THOMAS, York AugQat 8 Off Rec, The 
Red House, Duncombe pl, Yorks 

EDWARDS, ALFRED CHARLES, Trent rd, Brixton hill, Civar 
Merchant Aug5at1 Bankruptcy bidys, Carey st 

ELLIMAN, GILBERT, Forthbridge rd, Clapbam Common 
Aug5atlz 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

FARROW, WILLIAM, Deptford, Carman Aug3sat 12 132, 
York rd, Westminster bridge 

FAULKNALL, THOMAS, Burton on Trent, Tobacconist 
Aug 8atill Bankraptcy bidgs, Carey st 

GAY, ROBERT, Aberbargoed, Mon, Draper Aug 3 at 11 
Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

GILLOTT, HANNAH, Bridlington, Yorks, Coal Dealer Aug 
5at4 Off Rec, 48, Westborough, Scarborough 

HARTRIDGE, CEOIL, Station rd, Winchmore hill, Stock- 
broker Aug8at3 14, Bedford row 





HAYLES, EDWARD LEWIS, Ifield, Sussex Augllat3 Off 
Rec, 124, Marlborough pl, Brighton 

HvuGuEs, HUGH LLIAS, Seven Sisters, nr Neath, Labourer 
Aug é6atl1l1 Off Rec, Government bidgs, St Mary's st, 
Swansea 

KEEL, Cu ARLES GOODWIN, Ipswich, late Collector Aug 5 
at 11 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

LLoyD, JoHN, Tredegar, Mon, T'mberman Aug 3 at 11.20 
Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

MILLIKIN, THOM:8, Wandsworth Bridge rd, Fulham, 
Civilservan Aug 8 12 Binkruptcy bldgs, Carey st, 

MORRITT, GEORGE, Halton, nr Leeds, Builder Aug 4 av 
11 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

NEVILL, WILLIAM DANIEL, Wisbech, Cambridge, Hotel 
Propriet»r Aug 4 at 11.45 Court house, King’s Lynn 

PUGH, JAMKS, Old Town, Swindon, Innkeeper Aug 3at IL 
Off Rec, 38, Regent circus, Swindon 

RAWCLIFFE, ERNES!, Leeds Aug 4 at 11.50 Off Rec, 24, 
Bond st, Leeds 

REYNOLDS, FREDERICK, Bloxwich, Dairyman Aug 5 at 12 
Off Kec, Wolverhampton 

RICHMOND WILLIAM HENRY, Blackburn, Bag Maker Ang 
4at11.15 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

SANSUM, JOHN, Rochdale, Grocer Aug 9 at 11.30 Town 
Hall, Rochdale 

SEAR, ARTHUR, Luton, Jobmaster Aug 4at 11.30 Cham- 
ber of Commerce, 29, King st, Luton 

SEAR, WILLIAM HENRY, Woburn Sands, Bucks. Coal 
Dealer Aug Sat 12 Off Rec, The Parade, Northamp 





ton 

SHACKLETON, FRANK R, ParkIn Aug5dat12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey sb 

SIMMONDS, SAMUEL. Fourth av, Manor Park, Essex, Clerk 
Aug 4 at1l Bankruptcy bldes, Carey st 

SKULL, HER ERT EDWARD, and WILLIAM CHARLES BLAKE, 
Scarle rd, Wembley, bBuilde.s Aug 8 at 12 14, 
Bedford row 

STEPHENS, HakRY, Banwell, Somerset, Cattle Dealer 
Aug 3 at 11.45 Off Kec, v6, Baldwin st, Bristol 

TANNER, ISAAC JAMES, Bristol, Coal Merchant Aug 3 at 
11.30 (ff Rec, 26, Baldwinst, Bristol 

WEBB, WAVID, Army and Navy Club, Pall Mall Aug 4 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

WEDDERBURN, WALTER H, Leander rd, Thornton Heath 
Aug 4at1 bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

WILLIAMS, WILLIAM, Nottingham, Mineral Water Manu- 
facturer Aug 3at1l Off Kec, 4, Castle pl, Park st 
Nottingham 

WILSON, JOHN WESLEY, and Roscok, JAMES Rok, Stock- 
port, Cheshire, Timber Aug5atll Uff Rec, Casule 
Chmbrs, 6, Vernon st, Stockport 

WRIGHT ALBERT KOBERT, Teddington, Ham Dealer 
Aug 8 at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


AVENS, WILLIAM, Arlington gdns, Chiswick High Conrt 
Pet July4 Ord July 21 
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Walbrook, Traveller in Oils 
Ord July 21 

Merthyr Tydfil, Colliery Tim: 
Pet July 22 Ord July 22 

Grocer Boston Pet July 


BASELEY, GEORGE JAMES, 
High Court Pet July 21 

BEYNON, JaSon, Treharris, 
berman Merthyr !ydfil 

BULL, ERNEST, Sleaford, Lincs, 
21 Ord July 21 

BUTIKOFER, ALBERT LOUIS, 
High Court Pet June 16 

CoBB, CHARLES PERCIVAL. Hereford 
18 Ord July 21 

COLLINS, ROBERT, Spencer rd, Acton 
Pet July 21 

CORKER, ALBANY MATTERSON, Harrogate, 
York Pet June vs Ord July 22 

Cox, H1iraM, Nottingham Nottingham Pet 
July 20 

DARNBROUGH, 
July 21 

DAVIES, JOHN BuNYAN. Dowlais, 
Sergeant Merthyr Tydfil 

DAVIES, JOHN DOUGLAS, Swans 
Pet July 21 Ord July 21 

ELGIE, CHRISTOFHER JOHN, West Hart! epoo), 
Sunderland Pet June18 Ord July 23 

ELLIMAN, GILBERT, Forthbridge rd, Clapham ( 
Wandsworth Pet July zl Ord July 21 

EYRE, FANNY, and WILLIAM Howe, Leng Buckby, North- 
ampton, Shoe Manufacturers Northampton Pet 
April14 Ord July 20 

FRANKLIN, DAVID MATTHEWS 
Boot Dealer High Court 

GILLOTT, HANNAH, Bridliogton, Coal Dealer 
Pet July 22 Ord July z2 

GOLDING, PERCY JouN, Sudbury, Suffolk, Carpenter 
chester Pet July 23 Ord July 23 

GREEN, ROWLAND BENJAMIN, Haddenham, 
Engineer Aylesbury Pet July 23 ord july 23 

HAMMERSLEY, ISAAC, 
Cheese Factor 


Melrose gdns, Hammersmith 
Ord Juiy 23 
Hereford Pet July 


Clerk Brentford 


Au 


tioneer 


July 5 Ord 


THOMAS, York York Pet July 9 Ord 
Merthyr Tydfil, Police 
Ord July 21 Ord July 21 

a, Cycle Dealer Swansea 
Solicitor 


ommon 


Arlingford 
June 29 


, rd, Brixton, 
Pet Ord Jaly 22 
Scarborough 
Col 
Bucks, 


Lower Broughton, Ralfe rd, Lancs 


Salford Pet June 13 rd July 21 
HANKEY, GILBERT LIONEL, Marlow on Thames, a aundi y 
Proprietor 


Aylesbury vetJunezs Ord. 
HARTRIDGE, CKECIL, Station rd, Winehmor: 
broker 


Edmonton Pet July 16 Ord July 
HARTSHORNE, BERTRAM F, Oxford Oxford rd July 
HINKS, EDWIN THOMAS, 

July xO Ord July 20 
HIRONS, THOMAS JAMES 
Chelmsfurd Pet July 21 
HOLDEN, EDWARD WALTER, Patricroft, 
Clerk Salford Pet July 23 
Hucues, Hucn Et 
Labourer Neath Pet July 21 
JacoBs, ALEXANDER, High st, Stoke 
monger High Court Pet June v3 
JILLINGS, JOSEPH, Creeting St Mary, Suffolk, Commission 
Agent bury St Edmunds Pet July 23 Ord July 23 
JONES, CHARLES EDWARD, Doncaster, Super 
intendent Sheffield Pet May lu 
LUNN, ALFRED, Salisbury, Licensed 
Pet June 25 Ord July 22 
MEADUS, THOMAS JOSEPH, Boscombe, 
builder Poole PetJuly is 
MILLIGAN, THOMAS JoskKPH, Gri 
High Court Pet Nov 3u Ord 
MILLS, HENRY CHARLES, Penhill, 
July 21 Ord July 21 
MORRITT, GEORGE, Halton, nr Le 
July 22 Ord July 22 
NATHAN, JOSEPH, Covent —¥o Vegetable Dealer High 
Court Pet June lv ord July 21 
OLDFIKLD, WILLIAM LEE, Soyland, nr Halifax, 
Halifax Pet July 23 Ord July 23 
OWEN, W WATKYN, Victoria st, Westminster, 
Agent High Court Pet MayJ0 Ord July 23 
POTTENGER, JOHN, Paignton, Cardiff Pet 
29 Ord July 22 
RAWCLIFFE, ERNEST, 
July 22 
ROBERTS, ANDREAS, Bl 
Merchant Port.cat Pet June 18 Ord Jul 
ROBERTS, JOHN THOMAS, Dronfield, Deroy 
Manutacturer Chesterfield Pet July 23 
SCHULZ, CakL FRANZ ADALBERT, Manchester, C 
Agent Maschester Pet July O1 
SISLEY, CHARLES PERCIVAL, Sun © pl, Jour 
High Court Pet July 5 Ord Ju 2 
SKIPPER, ROBERT SAMUEL, Boston, Lines, 
Pet June 22 Ora July 22 
SPURIN, RoscoE CHARLES, 
ing Expert Norwich 
TANNER, ISAAC JAMES 
Fet July i8 Uru 
VILLAGE, JOSEVH, Doncaster, 
July 22 Ond July vz 
WALSH, Lieut Commander 
Court FetJan2s Ord July vi 
WILSON, JOHN WESLEY, and JAMES RAB 
port, Timber Merchants Stockport 
July 21 
WRIGHT, ALBERT ROBERT, Teds rt n, Ham D 
ealer King- 
ston Pet July 18 Ord July 2 


Hill Stock- 


Walsall, Saddler -Walsall 


Ord July 

Lancs 
Ord July 23 
Sisters, nr Neath, 
Ord July 21 


Railway 
IAS, Seven 


Newington, 1 
Ord July 


ish- 


Railway 
Ord July 21 


Victualler Salisbury 


Bonrnemouth, 
Ord July z1 


sveno r C Club, 
July ¢ 


Cardiff 


Piccadilly 


Cardiff Pet 


eds, Builder Leeds Pet 


1 Maker 


Colliery 


Devon April 


Leeds Leeds Pet Ord 


July 99 


venau Festiniog, Merioneth, Slate 
1 


joe 
Tool 
Ura July 3 
Oommission 
d Jury 23 
ialist 
Tailor Boston 
leigham, Norwich, 
Pet July 22 
Bristol, 
July 23 


Advertis- 
Ord July 


Coal Merchant Bristol 


Glass Dealer Sheffield Pet 


PHILIP, HMS Edgar High 


Stock- 
Ord 


ROSCOE, 
Pet July 18 














Amended Notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of July 1 


SELDON, EDWARD ERNEST, Tetbury, Glos, Veterinary Sur- 
geon Swindon Pet June 23 Ord June 27 


Amended Notiee substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of July 5: 


FREDERICK ANTIPODES, Ryde, I of W, Hotel 
Newport Pet June 30 Ord June 3u 


YULLED. 
Wrerham 


HOSKING 
Proprietor 
ADJUDICATION ANN 
GARRARD, CLAUDE B, Oswestry 
11,1903 Avnul July 22, 1910 


Adjud Aug 


THE ALLIANCE CREDIT “BANK 
OF LONDON, LIMITED, 
11, SOUTHAMPTON ROW, HIGH HOLBORN, W.C 


ADVANCES from £50 to any amount 
without delay on reasonable terms, with or without 
security on Note of Hand, Stocks and Shares, Life 

Policies, &c BILLS DISCOU NTKD. 

Prospectus gratis, A. N. SQUIRKELL, Manager. 





(84 ISLAND for INEBRIETY. 

¥ Boating, Billiards, F shing, Sea-Bathing, &c, 
Illustrated Guide sent free from 
¥, N. Cuargrnaeton, Osea Island, 


Essex, 





BUNTINGFORD RETREAT AND 


SANATORIUM. 


FOR CENTLEMEN SUFFERING FROM INEBRIETY OR 
ABUSE OF DRUCS. 


Privately or under the Inebriates Acts, 
Two Resident Physicians. 
Terms, 2 to 3Guineas. } mile from Station, G.E.R. 
Telephone : P.O. 3, Buntingford, Telegraphic Address: 


‘RESIDENT, BUNTING FORD,” 


INEBRIETY. 


= MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
LADIES. 


PRIVATE HOME FOR 
Medical Attendant: ROBERT SEVESTRE, M.A, 
M.D. (Camb.). Principal: H. M. RILEY, Assoc. soc. 
Study of Inebriet Thirty years’ Experience. Excellent 
Legal and Medica References. For terms and particulars 
apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 
TxeLzoraPHio Appaxgas: “‘ MEDICAL, LEICESTER.” 








Ireatment of INEBHIE TY. 


DALRYMPLE HOUSE. 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 


For Gentlemen water the Act and privately. 


D. HOGG, M.R.C.8., &e., 
Medical Superin tendent. 
Telephone: P.O. 16, KicKMANSWuBTH. 


For Terms, &c., apply tc 
F. 8. 





AW.—GREAT SAVING. — For prompt 
payment 25 per cent. will be takeh off the following 
writing charges :— 


8 per sheet, 
3 per 20 folios. 
2 per folio, 
0 per sheet. 
2 per folio, 
Draft, $1. 


4. 
Abstracts Copied 0 
Briefs and Drafts 2 
Deeds Round Hand , 0 
Deeds Abstracted aie 2 
Full C opies pi ae 
PAPER -Koolscap, 1d. per sheet; 
P zzhment, ls. 6d, to 3s. 6d. per skin, 


a AGe 
KERR & LANHAM 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, E.C. 





BRAND’ 
Al 
SOUPS. 


Of all Descriptions. 
Finest Quality only. 
Sold everywhere 


BRAND & CO., Ltd., 


MAYFAIR, W. 





ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


PRINTEKS, ‘LimiTep, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 
FETTER LANE, LONDON, 


ne) 
ae. 


i 


CHARING-+-HOSPITAL 


AGAR STREET, STRAND, W.C. 








CHARITIES, &c. 





SUPPORTED BY 
VOLUNTARY CONTRIBUTIONS, 
ANNUAL SUBSCRIPTIONS, 
DONATIONS, ano 
LEGACIES. 


24,000 Sick and Injured Persons 
treated annually. 


WALTER ALVEY, Secretary. 


SE IEC ST. 








( HOMES FOR LITTLE BOYS, ) 


Farningham and Swanley, Kent. 


AN APPEAL TO ALt LOVERS OF 
LITTLE CHILDREN. 


Nearly 500 Lads are now being sheltered in the 
Christian care of the Homes, educated and taught 
the rudiments of a useful trade tefore they set 
out to fight life’s battle. 

We earnestly plead for contributions, small or 
great, to wipe off the deficit of more than £2,0u0 
which still remains. 

An Annual subscriber of £1 1s 
votes at each Election. A Donation of £5 5s 
tutes life governorship. 

EDMUND 8S. HANBURY 

J. DIX Lewis, Esq., 

PERCY ROBERTS, de 
OFFICES: 


is entitled to four 
consti 


, Esq., Treasurer. 
J.P., Chairman, 
sretary. 











ditt, ; | 





100, Temple Chambers, Temple Avenue, LONDON, E.€. 


pecernem 


ST. JOHN’S HOSPITAL 
FOR DISEASES OF THE SKIN 
LEICESTER SQUARE, W.C., 
and UXBRIDGE KUAD, W. 


THE EARL OF CHESTERFIELD. 
easurer: GUY PYM, Esq. 








(incorporated), 


President : 


Number of patients weekly, 800. 
Help in Legacies and Donations 
towards the Purchase of Freehold 
would be gratefully acknowledged. 


£7,500 required. 


A Donation of £10 103, constitutes Life Goveraorship. 
Secretary-bupermmuendent, GEO. A. ARNAUDIN, 


\T, MARK’S HOSPITAL FOR CANCER, 
FISTULA, and other DISEASES of the RECTUM, 
City-road, E.0. 








HEL P URGENTLY NEEDED. 
A. W. 00 WDEN, Secretary. 





BRIEF CARRIER. 


Various Qualities from 18/6 each. 
Wlustrated List Free on application. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER, Ltd., 


191 & 192, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. 








uught 





i — PT e_ 6«C 





he 


